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SECTION I 


SAN LUIS UNIT, CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT, 
CALIFORNIA 


MONDAY, MARCH 16, 1959 


U.S. Senate, 
SuBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND 
RECLAMATION OF THE COMMITTEE 
on Inrerior AND [NsunAR AFPAIRS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 2:10 os in room 
3110, New Senate Office Building, Hon. Clinton P. Anderson (chair- 
man of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Clinton P. Anderson (New Mexico), Joseph C. 
Q’Mahoney (Wyoming), Thomas H. Kuchel (California), and Gor- 
don Allott (Colorado). 

Also present: Senators James E. Murray (Montana), Henry M. 
Jackson (Washington), and Frank Church \ aho). 

Senator AnpERsoN. The subcommittee will come to order. 

8. 44, with amendments (in italic) proposed by Senator Kuchel, 
will be incorporated in the record at this point. The report of Fred B. 
Aandahl, Assistant Secretary of the Interior, will follow the bill. 
Then I direct that the report of the Bureau of the Budget and other 
interested Government agencies commenting on S. 44 be printed. 

(S. 44 and agency reports follow :) 

[8. 44, 86th Cong., 1st sess., with amendments proposed by Senator Kuchel in italic} 


ABILL To authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct the San Luis unit of the 
Central Valley project, California, to enter into an agreement with the State of Call- 
ae with respect to the construction and operation of such unit, and for other 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That for the principal purpose of 
water for the irrigation of approximately five hundred thousand acres of land in 
Fresno, and Kings Counties, California, hereinafter referred to as the 
Federal San Luis Service area, and as incidents thereto of furnishing water for 
municipal and domestic use and providing recreation and fish and wildlife 
benefits, the Secretary of the Interior (hereinafter referred to as the Secretary) 
is authorized to construct, operate, and maintain the San Luis unit as an integral 
part of the Central Valley project. The principal engineering features of said 
unit shall be a dam and reservoir at or near the San Luis site, a forebay and 
afterbay, the San Luis Canal, the Pleasant Valley Canal, and necessary pumping 
Plants, distribution systems, drains, channels, levees, flood works, and related 
facilities, The works of the San Luis unit (hereinafter referred to as joint-use 
facilities) for joint use with the State of California (heréinafter referred to as 
the State) shall be the dam and reservoir at. or near the San Luis site, forebay 
and afterbay, pumping plants, and the San Luis Canal. [Those joint-use facil- 
ities may be constructed] The joint-wse facilities consisting of the dam and 
reservoir shall be constructed, and other joint-use facilities may be constructed 


1 
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so as to permit future expansion[,, and upon agreement by the State or some 
other public agency to equitably share the costs as later provided in this Act, 
shall either be so constructed or]; the joint-use facilities shall be constructed 
initially to the capacities necessary to serve both the Federal San Luis unit 
service area and the State’s service area as hereinafter provided. In construct- 
ing, operating, and maintaining the San Luis unit, the Secretary shall be governed 
by the Federal reclamation laws (Act of June 17, 1902, 32 Stat. 388, and Acts 
amendatory thereof or supplementary thereto) except so far as the provisions 
thereof are inconsistent with this Act. Construction of the San Luis unit shall 
not be commenced until the Secretary has (1) secured, or has. satisfactory 
assurance of his ability to secure, all rights to the use of water which are 
necessary to carry out the purposes of the unit and the terms and conditions of 
this Act, and (2) received satisfactory assurance from the State of California 
that it will make provision for a master drainage outlet and disposal channel 
for the San Joaquin Valley, as generally outlined in the California water plan, 
Bulletin Numbered 3, of the California Department of Water Resources, which 
will adequately serve, by connection therewith, the drainage system for the San 
Luis unit [or has otherwise made provision, in accordance with section 4 of this 
Act, for meeting the drainage requirements of the San Luis unit] or has made 
provision for constructing the San Luis interceptor drain to the Delta designed 
to meet the drainage requirements of the San Luis unit as generally outlined in 
San Imis project report by the Bureau of Reclamation of May 1955, as trans- 
mitted to the Congress by the Secretary of the Interior December 17, 1956. 

Sec. 2. The Secretary is authorized, on behalf of the United States, to nego- 
tiate and enter into an agreement with the State of California providing for 
coordinated operation of the San Luis unit, including the joint-use facilities, 
in, order that the State may, without cost to the United States, deliver water 
in service areas outside the Federal San Luis wnit service area as described in 
the report of the Department of the Interior, entitled “San Luis Unit, Central 
Valley Project,” dated December 17, 1956. The Secretary shall not commence 
construction of the San Luis unit, except for the preparation of designs and 
specifications and other preliminary work, until the execution of such an agree 
ment between the United States and the State, but if such an agreement has not 
been executed by [July 1, 1960,] January 1, 1962, and if, after consultation with 
the Governor of the State, the Secretary determines that the prospects of reach- 
ing accord on the terms thereof are not reasonably film, he may proceed to 
construct and operate the San Luis unit in accordance with section 1 of this 
Act: Provided, That, if the Secretary so determines, he shall report thereon to 
the Congress and shall not commence construction for ninety calendar days from 
the date of his report (which ninety days, however, shall not include days on 
which either the House of Representatives or the Senate is not in session be 
cause of an adjournment of more than three days). In considering the pros- 
pects of reaching accord on the terms of the agreement the Secretary shall give 
substantial weight to any relevant affirmative action theretofore taken by the 
State, including the enactment of State legislation authorizing the State to 
acquire and convey to the United States title to lands to be used for the San 
Luis unit. or assistance given by it in financing Federal design and construction 
of the unit. The authority conferred upon the Secretary by the first sentence 
of this section shall not, except as is otherwise provided in this section, be 
construed as a limitation upon the exercise by him of the authority conferred 
in section 1 of this Act, but if the State shall agree equitably to share the total 
cost of constructing the joint-use facilities and as a part of its share shall make 
available to the Secretary sufficient funds to pay the additional cost of designing 
and constructnig the joint-use facilities so as to permit enlargement, it shall have 
an irrevocable right to enlarge or modify such facilities at any time in the 
future, and a perpetual right to the use of such additional capacity: Provided, 
That the performance of such work by the State, after approval of its plans 
by the Secretary, shall be so carried on as not to interfere unduly with the 
operation of the project for the purposes set forth in section 1 of this Act: 
And provided further, That this right may be relinquished by the State at any 
time at its option. 

SEo. 8. The agreement between the United States and the State referred # 
in section 2 of this Act shall provide, among other things, that— 

(a) the joint use facilities to be constructed by the Secretary shall be 80 
designed and constructed to such capacities and in such manner as to pe’ t 
either (i) immediate integration and coordinated operation with the State’s 
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water projects by providing, among other things, a capacity in San Luis 
Reservoir of approximately two million one hundred thousand acre-feet 
and corresponding capacities in the other joint-use facilities or (ii) such 
subsequent enlargement or other modification as may be required for inte- 
gration and coordinated operation therewith ; 

(b) the State shall make available to the Secretary during the construc- 
tion period sufficient funds to pay an [appropriate] equitable share of the 
construction costs of any facilities designed and constructed as provided in 
paragraph (a) above. The State contribution shall be made in annual 
installments, each of which bears approximately the same ratio to total 
expenditures during that year as the total of the State’s share bears to the 
total cost of the facilities; the State may make advances to the United 
States in order to maintain a timely construction schedule of the joint use 
facilities and the works of the San Luis unit to be used by the State and 
the United States ; 

(c) the State may at any time after approval of its plans by the Secre- 

-tary and at its own expense enlarge or modify San Luis Dam and Reservoir 
and other facilities to be used jointly by the State and the United States, but 
the performance of such work shall be so carried on as not to interfere 

unduly with the operation of the San Luis unit for the purposes set forth 
in section 1 of this Act; 

(d) the United States and the State shall each pay annually an [appro- 
priate] equitable share of the operation, maintenance and replacement costs 
of the joint use facilities ; 

(e) promptly after execution of this agreement between the Secretary 
and the State, and for the purpose of said agreement, the State shall con- 
vey to the United States title to any lands, easements, and rights-of-way 
which it then owns and which are required for the joint use facilities. The 
State shall be given credit for the costs of these lands, easements, and 
rights-of-way toward its share of the construction cost of the joint use 
facilities. The State shall likewise be given credit for any funds advanced 
by it to the Secretary for preparation of designs and specifications or for 
any other work in connection with the joint use facilities ; 

(f) the rights to the use of capacities of the joint use facilities of the 
San Luis unit shall be allocated to the United States and the State, re- 
spectively, in such manner as may be mutually agreed upon. The United 
States shall not be restricted in the exercise of its right so allocated, which 
shall be sufficient to carry out the purposes of section 1 of this Act and 
which shall extend throughout the repayment period and so long there- 
after as title to the works remains in the United States. The State shall 
not be restricted in the exercise of its allocated right to the use of the 
capacities of the joint use facilities for water service outside the Federal 
San Luis unit service area. 

(g) the Secretary may turn over to the State the care, operation, and 
maintenance of any works of the San Luis unit which are used jointly by 
the United States and the State at such time and under such conditions 
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- as shall be agreed upon by the Secretary and the State; 
ce (h) notwithstanding transfer of title or of the care, operation, and 
be Maintenance of any works to the State, as hereinbefore provided, any 
‘ed organization which has theretofore entered into a contract with the United 
tal States under the Reclamation Project Act of 1939 for a water supply 
ke through the works of the San Luis unit, including joint use facilities, shall 
ing continue to have and to enjoy the same rights which it would have had 
ve under its contract with the United States and the provisions of paragraph 
the (4) of section 1 of the Act of July 2, 1956 (70 Stat. 483, 43 U.S.C. 485h-1), 
ait! in the absence of such transfer, and its enjoyment of such rights shall be 
08 without added cost or other detriment arising from such transfer; 
the (i) if a nonreimbursable allocation to the preservation and propagation 
ct: of fish and. wildlife has been made as provided in section 2 of the Act of 
ny August 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 1080, 16 U.S.C. 662), as amended, the features 
of the unit to which such allocation is attributable shall, notwithstanding 
to transfer of title or of the care, operation, and maintenance to the State, 
J be operated and maintained in such wise as to retain the bases upon which 
» $0 such allocation is premised and, upon failure so to operate and maintain 
those features, the amount allocated thereto shall become a reimbursable 


‘cost to be paid by the State. 
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Sco. 4. In constructing, operating, and maintaining a drainage system for the 
San Luis unit, the Secretary is authorized to permit the use thereof by other 
parties under contracts conforming generally to the provisions of the Federal 
reclamation laws with respect to irrigation repayment or service contracts and 
is further authorized to enter into agreements and participate in construction 
and operation of drainage facilities designed to serve the general area of which 
the lands to be served by the San Luis unit are a part, to the extent the works 
authorized in section 1 of this Act contribute to drainage requirements of said 
area. The Secretary is also authorized to permit the use of the irrigation facili- 
ties of the San Luis unit, including its facilities for supplying pumping energy, 
under contracts entered into pursuant to section 1 of the Act of: February 21, 
1911 (36 Stat. 925, 43 U.S.C. 523). 

Sec. 5. The Secretary is authorized, in connection with the San Luis unit, to 
eonstruct. minimum basic public recreational facilities and to arrange for the 
operation and maintenance of the same by the State or an appropriate local 
agency or organization. The cost of such facilities shall be nonreturnable and 
nonreimbursable under the Federal reclamation laws. 

Sec, 6. The provisions of the Federal reclamation laws shall not be applicable 
to water deliveries or to the use of drainage facilities serving lands under con- 
tract with the State to receive a water supply, outside of the Federal San Luis 
unit service area described in the report of the Department of the Interior, en 
titled “San Luis Unit, Central Valley Project”, dated December. 17, 1956. 

(a) The Secretary is authorized to provide Central Valley project service, by 
way of the Pacheco Tunnel route, to lands and municipalities. in Santa Olara, 
San Benito, Santa Cruz, and Monterey Counties: Provided, That construction 
of the works to provide such service shall not be undertaken until a report dem- 
onstrating their physical and economic feasibility has been completed, reviewed 
by the State, and approved by the Secretary and by the Congress, and in no 
event prior to July 1, 1964, unless, in the meantime, the Governor of the State 
of California shall have notified the Secretary that the State approves the con- 
struction of such works by the United States, 

Sec, [6] 7. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated for construction of 
the works of the San Luis unit, including joint use facilities, authorized by this 
Act, other than distribution systems and drains, the sum of $290,430,000, plus 
such additional amount, if any, as may be required by reason of changes in costs 
of construction of the types involved in the San Luis unit as shown by engineer- 
ing indexes. There are also authorized to be appropriated, in addition thereto, 
such amounts as are required (a) for construction of such distribution systems 
and drains as are not constructed by local interests, and (b) for operation and 
maintenance of the unit. All moneys received by the Secretary from the State 
under this Act shall be covered into the same accounts as moneys appropriated 
hereunder and shall be available, without further appropriation, to carry out 
the purposes of this Act. 


Cre eee 


U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D.C., March 16, 1959. 
ape JAMES EB. Murgay 


hairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
U.S. Senate, Washington. D.O. 


Deas Senator Mugray: This responds to your request for the views of this 
Department on S. 44, a bill to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to con- 
struct the San Luis unit of the Central Valley project, California, to enter into 
an agreement with the State of California with respect to the construction and 
operation of such unit, and for other purposes. 

We recommend that this bill be enacted. 

If it is enacted, S. 44 will permit the carrying out of the proposals made in 
this Department’s project planning report on the San Luis unit, Central Valley 
project, dated August 1, 1956. After clearance through the Bureau of the 
Budget, copies of this report were transmitted to the Congress on December 17, 
1956. The general plan of Federal development of the unit was described in our 
report to your committee dated June 28, 1957, on §, 1887, 85th Congress, and 
need not be repeated in this report. 
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The bill would provide, also, that certain of ‘the main Supply works couHl be 
gonstructed in a manner and to capacities to permit their joint use by the 
United States and the State of California. It would authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior to enter into an agreement with respect to the construction, opera- 
tion, and financing of these joint-use facilities. Under the provisions of the 
bill, an equitable division of the costs of construction, operation and maintenance 
of such facilities would be arrived at by negotiation. While rights to the use 
of capacities in the joint-use features would be similarly the subject of nego- 
tiation and agreement, subsection (f) of section 3 of the bill would require that 
the United States be unrestricted in its right to the use of sufficient capacities 
to serve the Federal San Luis unit. 

In addition to favoring the enactment of legislation authorizing the construc- 
tion by the Federal Government of the San Luis unit of the Central Valley 
project, we support the concept embraced in 8S. 44 that the main supply fea- 
tures may be constructed, pursuant to suitable agreement, also to serve proposed 
water developments by the State of California. We are of the opinion that the 
bill would furnish adequate authority to accomplish both of these objectives. 
It would provide a legislative framework within which the United States and 
the State could work out appropriate, mutually acceptable arrangements for 
operation of the joint-use works of the San Luis unit so that the State’s water 
development requirements could be served without adversely affecting the op- 
eration of the Federal project and without any impairment of the Federal 
investment. The provisions of the bill properly recognize, we believe, that 
Such matters as the sharing of costs and of capacities of the joint-use works 
cannot be determined by any fixed statutory formulas but must be worked out 
by the contracting parties upon taking into account all relevant factors. 

In order to clarify certain of the provisions of the bill dealing. with the 
sharing of costs, we suggest the following amendments for the committee’s 
consideration : 

1. In plaee of the sentence appearing in lines 12 through 18 on page 2, sub- 
stitute the following: ; 

“Upon agreement by the State or some other public agency to equitably share 
the cost as later provided in this Act, those joint-use facilities may be con- 
Structed initially either to permit future expansion or to capacities necessary 
to serve both the San Luis unit service area and the State’s service area.” 

2. In-line 22. on page 4, after the word “State” insert the words “shall agree 
to‘equitably share the total cost of constructing the joint-use facilities and as 
a@ part of its share.” 

8. In lines 1 and 19 on page 6 substitute the word “equitable” for the, word 
“appropriate”. 

The sentence beginning at line 12 on page 2 indicates that the costs of the 
aetse facilities should be nupet doped between the United States, and the 

tate on an equitable basis. e amendments suggested above are designed, 
first, to replirase the language of that. sentence to make it clearer without 

nging its meaning in this respect and, second, to make the other provisions 
fonsistent with that sentence. i 

In addition, we suggest that on page 8, .in line 20, between the comma and 
the word “the” which follows, there be inserted the words “as amended,” to 
take cognizance of the recently enacted amendments to the Fish and Wildlife 
oordination Act (Public Law 85-624, 85th Cone). 

The data called for by Public Law 801, 84th Congress, are attached for your 
information. 

i Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the 

1 ion of this report to. your Committee. However, that Burean has requested 
hat your committee be advised that it would recommend that the provisions 
of 8. 44 be modified to provide for treating the cost of minimum basic recreational 
facilities as part of the overall Federal cost to be allocated to the major purposes 
of the project subject to the cost-sharing or reimbursement requirements 
applicable to. such purposes. 

Sincerely yours, 
. Frep G. AANDAHL, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 
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Supseor Matrer: Birt To AUTHORIZE CONSTRUCTION OF THE SAN Luis Unrr, 
CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT 


Estimated additional man-years of civilian employment and expenditures for the 
jirst 5 years of proposed new or expanded programs 


Estimated additional man-years of civilian 
employment: 
xecutive director: 
Executive 
Clerical 


Total, executive direction 
Administrative services and support: 
Property management 
Records maintenance 


Total, administrative services 
and support 


Substantive (program); 
ngineoing aids 


Engineers 


Total, substantive 
Total, estimated additional man- 
years of civilian employment 


Estimated additional expenditures: 
Personal services 


Total, estimated additional ex- 
penditures 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D.C., March 12, 1959. 
Hon. JAMEs HB. Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. CuargmMAn: This is in reply to your letter of January 19, 1959, 
requesting the views of the Bureau of the Budget on S. 44, a bill to authorize 
the Secretary of the Interior to construct the San Luis unit of the Central Valley 
project, California, to enter into an agreement with the State of California with 
respect to the construction and operation of such unit, and for other purposes. 

The bill would authorize Federal construction of the San Luis irrigation de 
velopment in California, and would permit participation by the State of Cali- 
fornia in the financing, construction, and operation of the project under a part 
nership arrangement. 

Section 5 of the bill would authorize Federal construction of minimum basic 
recreational facilities on a nonreimbursable basis. We believe that the costs of 
such facilities should be treated as part of the overall Federal costs and allocated 
to the major purposes of the project subject to the cost-sharing or reimburse 
ments applicable to such purposes. Accordingly, the Bureau of the Budget 
would recommend that the bill be amended to delete the last sentence of section 5. 

Subject to modification of the bill as indicated above, the Bureau of the Budget 
would recommend enactment of S. 44. 

Sincerely yours, 
PuHItirr 8. HuGHEs, 


Assistant Director for Legislative Reference. 

_ Senator: Anprrson. The subcommittee is pleased to have the dis 
tinguished and able Governor of the State of California, Hon. Ed- 
mund G. Brown, here this afternoon for the hearing on S. 44, to 
authorize the San Luis unit, Central Valley project, California. 
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The subcommittee and particularly the chairman and ranking min- 
ority member, Senator Kuchel, are familiar with the proposed de- 
velopment. I had the pleasure a year or so ago of viewing the area 
from the air. In fact we have given much attention to the proposed 
authorization. Hearings were held May 11, 12, and 14, 1956 on the 
San Luis phase of a joint development with the Trinity project. 
Again, on March 17-18, 1958, hearings were held on S. 1887 which 
proposed authorization of the unit. All of the material developed 
at ten hearings will be incorporated in the record by reference. 

_ As you know, the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs re- 
ported favorably, and the Senate on August 15, 1958, passed S. 1887. 

One stumbling block to final action on the San Luis authorization 
has been certain conflicts of views among interests in California. 
These conflicts have been reflected at hearings on both sides of the 
Capitol. It is our nope that these divergent views have been recon- 
ciled, so that this vital development can go forward as an important 
feature of a national and California water development program, 

Before we hear from Governor Brown, I understand the senior Sen- 
ator from California, Mr. Kuchel, a member of the subcommittee, de- 
sires to propose a few amendments to S. 44, on which there has been 
agreement among the California interests. 

Senator Kuchel ? 

Senator Kucuer. Mr. Chairman, on behalf of my colleague and my- 
self, I desire, so that the bill before us will be that which was agreed 
to last week by all parties in interest, to offer three amendments spe- 
cifically and a number of other technical amendments which will, I 
feel assured, bring this bill into complete harmony so far as California 
is concerned. 

Referring to the printed bill, S. 44, on line 18, page 2 “may” is 
stricken and “shall” is inserted so that the provision for joint use 
construction shall be affirmative and positive rather than permissive. 

On line 25, page 3 of the printed bill the cutoff date is changed from 
July 1, 1960, to January 1, 1962. And then the present section 6 
will be renumbered section 7 and a new section will be introduced at 
line 3, page 10, to read as follows: 

The provisions of the Federal reclamation laws shall not be applicable to 
water deliveries or to the use of drainage facilities serving lands under contract 
with the State to receive a water supply, outside of the Federal San Luis unit 
service ‘area described in the report of the Department of the Interior, entitled 
“San Luis Unit, Central Valley project,” dated December 17; 1956. 

So there will be no misunderstanding I will make it abundantly clear 
the provisions of Federal law shall apply to the waters to be used 
onthe Central Valley project’s expanded area but that with respect to 
waters released from the reservoir to serve the State system, 
State law and only State law shall prevail. 
“In addition to these three amendments, Mr. Chairman, there are a 
number of amendments of a technical nature to which all parties have 
reed, such as an amendment related to the construction of the San 
lus interceptor drain and clarifying amendments as to identity of 
the Federal San Luis service area, and the further clarification of the 
phrase “the work,” as it appears at line 8, page 2 of the bill by adding 
the phrase “of the San Luis unit,” immediately thereafter. 
ank you, Mr. Chairman, for incorporating my proposed amend- 
ments in the printing of §. 44 for this hearing record. However, at 
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this point in the record may I have printed concisely the proposed 
amendments ? 

Senator Anpmrson. It is so ordered. 

(The proposed amendments are as follows :) 


Propose AMENDMENTS TO S. 44, SAN Luis BILL 


Page 1, line 5, after “California,” insert “hereinafter referred to as the 
Federal San Luis unit service area,”’. ' 

Page 2, line 8, after “works” insert “of the San Luis unit”. 

Page 2, beginning line 12, strike “Those joint-use facilities may be con- 
structed” and insert in lieu thereof the following: “The joint-use facilities 
consisting of the dam and reservoir shail be constructed, and other joint-use 
facilities may be constructed so as”. 

Page 2, line 13, strike comma and insert semicolon in lieu thereof. 

Page 2, beginning line 13, strike “and upon” through word “constructed” 
in line 16. 

Page 2, line 16, after “or’’ insert “the joint-use facilities’. 

Page 2, line 17, after “both the” insert ‘Federal’. 

Page 2, line 18, after “area” insert “as hereinafter provided”. 

Page 8, line 9, strike beginning “or has” through “San Luis unit” line 
11, and insert in lieu thereof the following: “or has made provision for con- 
structing the San Luis interceptor drain to the Delta designed. to meet the 
drainage requirements of the San Luis unit as generally outlined in San Luis 
project report by the Bureau of Relcamation of May 1955, as transmitted to the 
Congress by the Secretary of the Interior December 17, 1956.” 

Page 3, line 17, after “the” insert “Federal”; after “San Luis” insert “unit”. 

Page 8, line 25, after “by” strike “July 1, 1960” and insert in lieu thereof 
“January 1, 1962”. 

Page 4, line 22, after “State” insert the following: “shall agree equitably 
to share the total cost of constructing the joint-use facilities and as a part of 
its share”. 

Page 5, line 5, after “interfere” insert “unduly”. 

Page 6, line 1, strike “appropriate” and insert in lieu thereof “equitable”. 

Page 6, line 16, after “interfere” insert “unduly”. 

Page 6, line 19, after “an” strike “appropriate” and insert “equitable”. 

Page 7, line 19, after “the” insert ‘‘Federal”. 

Page 8, line 20, after “U.S.C. 662),’” insert “as amended,’’. 

Page 10, line 2, after line 2 insert new section 6, as follows : 

“Sxzo. 6, The provisions of the Federal reclamation laws shall not be applicable 
to water deliveries or to the use of drainage facilities serving lands under 
contract with the State to receive a ‘water supply, outside of the Federal San 
Luis unit service area described in the report of the Department. of, the In 
terior, entitled ‘San Luis Unit, Central Valley Project,’ dated December 17, 
1956 


“(@) The Secretary is authorized to provide Central Valley project service, 
by way of the Pacheco Tunnel route, to lands and) municipalities in Santa 
Clara, San Benito, Santa Cruz, and Monterey Counties: Provided, ‘That con- 
struction of the works to provide such service shall not be undertaken until 
a report. demonstrating their physical and economic feasibility has been com- 
pleted, reviewed by the State, and approved by the Secretary and by the Con- 
gress, and in no event prior to July 1, 1964, unless, in the meantime, the Gov- 
ernor of the State of California shall have notified the Secretary that the State 
approves the construction of such works by the United States.” 

Page 10, line 3, strike “Sec. 6”, and insert in lieu thereof “Src. 7”. 

Senator Kucuen., I have a prepared statement which shall be de- 
layed until we hear from my friend the Governor of California, who 
I am delighted to welcome here in conjunction with my colleague 
and with the members of the committee. 

Senator Anperson. Thank you, Senator Kuchel. 

Before we go farther this afternoon we are privileged to have the 
chairman of full committee, Senator Murray, of Montana here. 
If you have any statement, Senator Murray, on this bill we will be glad 


to have it. 
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The Caamman. No. I am relying on you to carry it through in 
proper shape with the assistance of my friend Senator Kuchel. 

Senator Kucuer. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Anperson. I think both the California Senators are justi- 
fiably interested in the legislation, at least, and one of them we are 
very happy to welcome here, Senator Engle, who for a good many 
years used to come over and meet us in conferences when he was chair- 
man of the House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. I per- 
haps ought to say I hope he will be a little more amenable to reason 
now that he is a Momber of the Senate than we found him as a Mem- 
ber of the House. He was a tough customer in those days. We en- 
joyed him and we are happy to welcome him here and happy to wel- 
come him to the committee and very pleased that he is here to present a 
distinguished friend. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CLAIR ENGLE, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Senator Enere. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I am cer- 
tainly delighted to be here as a Member of the U.S. Senate and to 
say that I have always enjoyed my association with the Senate Com~ 
mittee on Interior as chairman of the House Committee on’ Interior 
and was very eos for the kind of cooperation that was given to me 
by Senator Murray, of Montana, chairman of this committee and 
by you, Mr. Chairman, in your capacity, as chairman of the Subcom- 
mittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, where we had a great deal of 
common problems. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to speak very briefly 
on an old pet project, the San Luis project, and to introduce to you in 
a moment the distinguished Governor of California. 

Since the bill now before you, S. 44, is virtually identical in sub- 
stance with S. 1887, which this. committee approved and the Senate 
adopted last year, you have very wisely riled. that only new material 
be presented here today. 

n making that ruling the Chair has thus recognized that this is an 
old project, too old, in our opinion; in fact almost 10 years have elapsed 
since it was recommended by the Department of the Interior as a 
necessary addition to the Central Miept project in August of 1949 and 
8 years since it was proposed also by the State of California as a key 
unit of our State water plan. 

So I will confine myself to emphasizing three points which I think 
are new or at least have new significance at this time. 

First, we benefit today. from. the experience of our previous failure 
to precisely define our common objective. That objective is and 
always has been joint use of the San Luis site for both a Federal 
reclamation, project and the State and the north-south conveyance 
system. S. 44 is aimed precisely at joint use with financing to cor- 
respond. It no longer contrives to impose idealistic schemes’ of joint 

construction or joint reservoir operation which we have learned 
are physically impractical and legally unnecessary. Second, we Have: 
now achieved a new unity of support of local, State and Federal 
interest, and I emphasize that because it has not always been that way. 
That is because the San Luis legislation now before you provides a 
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positive benefit to everyone concerned, a benefit that is assured at an 
early date under any circumstances to the water-short lands on the 
west side of the San Joaquin Valley and ever greater potential benefit 
sooner or later to the populous counties of southern California without 
in any way prejudicing the future rights or opportunity of any area. 
That is why we now have a united front of local interests in both 
northern and southern California, as well as the State and Federal 
agencies all asking for this authorization. 

Third, we finally have reached an agreeable compromise on timing, 

‘That is, we are agreed that the San Luis unit sor authorized now 
for construction as early as possible, to at least a reservoir capacit 
of 1,200,000 acre-feet, with provision for future enlargement or pref- 
erably under full agreement for joint use to have the full capacity and 
immediately have 2,100,000 acre-feet. The big point is that we can 
and must get started immediately on one alternative or the other 
without injury to any party. An early start is self-assured by the 
cutoff date to waiting period for a joint-use agreement. I am not 
wedded to the date specifically in the bill, but I am certain that a 
cutoff date is necessary. It is necessary as a device of urgency and 
a guarantee against further costly delay on this most important Cali- 
fornia water project. 
. Mr. Chairman, before introducing the Governor, I want to say a 
word about the tremendous financial burden the State of California 
is prepared to assume in this gigantic cooperative water program. 
Federal participation will be minor in comparison with State and 
local expenditures, which in time will total several billion dollars, 
Already the Governor has asked the legislature to appropriate $38 
million this year to get work started and to authorize a State bond 
issue of over $500 million to move into high gear in 1960, This year’s 
States budget includes $10,700,000 for the purchase of lands and 
rights-of-way for the San Luis reservoir site and related State aque- 
duct systems. 

I may say that the Governor of California is a public official of 
long experience in our State. He served as district attorney of San 
Francisco, one of our great and major cities. He served for a period 
of 8 years as attorney general of the State of California, during which 
time he acquired an intimate knowledge of all of California water 
and other problems, and he is today, as you know, the new Governor 
of.the State of California, in connection with which he has launched 
the largest water-project program in the history of our State, and so 
it is a great pleasure for me to introduce my good friend, the Governor 


of California. 


STATEMENT OF HON. EDMUND G. BROWN, GOVERNOR OF THE 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Governor Brown. Senator Engle, thank on for those kind words. 
Senator Murray, Senator Anderson, and Senator Kuchel, I want to 
thank you for the opportunity to a Wd before you in support of S. 44 
by Senator Kuchel and Senator Eng e. 

My major mission is to make clear the urgency of your approval 
of the great San Luis,Dam and Reservoir project as a combined 


Federal-State undertaking. 
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You gentlemen do not have to be told again that the whole future 
of the State of California depends on sound development of its water 
resources as soon as possible. The San Luis Dam and Reservoir 
project is central to such development. 

You have been told in the past in impressive detail of what it will 
mean to the thirsty farmland south and west of the reservoir. I 
want you to know that it is just as important to the great metropoli- 
tan areas of southern California. The water from the huge Feather 
River and Delta diversion moject in northern California flow down 
through the San Joaquin Valley into San Luis Reservoir and it is 
from San Luis, its pumping station and main canal, that a great 
State-constructed central aqueduct will carry the water south over the 
Tehachapi Mountains to Los Angeles and San Diego. Of the total 
capital outlay of $400 million of the joint-use facilities, the United 
States would invest only 40 percent and the State would pay the re- 
maining 60 percent during construction. No State has ever made a 
comparable proposal. The State already has commenced the acquisi- 
tion of lands for the site. And in my budget, which I have submitted 
to the California Legislature, the funds are provided to complete this 
acquisition. I am asking you to pledge the necessary Federal par- 
ticipation. Together, the Federal and State Governments will then 
be on the way to another great water system as important, as the Cen- 
tral Valley project. | 

Let me very quickly emphasize just three points, and the first is 
probably the most important. 

For the first time in these long discussions with which many of you 
are most familiar, Californians come before you united, offering a 
single plan with unanimous support. 

n conferences during the last 2 weeks, representatives of the West- 
lands Water District, the Metropolitan Water District of Southern 
California, the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, the 
State Farm Bureau Federation, and Kern County interests have 
worked with my administration and the authors of this legislation to 
remove potential sources of conflict. The bill before you reflects the 
minor amendments to which all concerned have agreed. 

My second point has to do with the urgency for prompt action. 
Time has become an increasingly important factor. tn the proposed 
Federal service area on the west side of the San Joaquin Valley there 
is already a pressing need for water. Water users organizations have 
been formed and stand ready to contract for the water to be made 
available from San Luis. In. addition, and equally important, an 
early start on construction is needed in order to phase the San Luis 
project into the State’s proposed aqueduct system to carry on to 
southern California. In order to do the complete job, and do it in 
time, we must have Federal assistance. It must be done now in order 
to complete the necessary construction by the time the situation will 
become critical in the southern part of the State. California is only 
a decade away from being the most populous State in the Union. 
Only immediate and rapid action to meet its water problems will 
support the requirements of the hundreds of thousands who come to 
our State each year. 

The third point I wish to call to your attention with special force 
and all of the clarity that I can command is that the State itself is 
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launching an unprecedented water development program. of its own. 
We know that we cannot and should not, depend entirely on the 
Federal Government. I hope and expect that the State of California 
will commit itself to invest more than $11 billion in the next 25 years 
over and above the Federal programs to insure adequate statewide 
water development. The State is now in the process of earmarking 
a $190 million investment fund for these purposes. 

And I might add that this investment fund is money that was re- 
ceived from offshore oil reserves in bonus bidding and royalties 
that we already achieved. So one natural resource, oil, will now be 
committed to water, if I am successful in my program. 

I am sure that the voters will approve a bond issue and I intend 
and I know that I will get bipartisan support in this. This bond 
issue which will finance the remainder of the cost. Future genera- 
tions that will achieve the benefits will share in the repayment of 
those bonds. 

No, State has ever launched so great a water program. California 
recognizes, however, that it cannot do the job.alone. The joint ven- 
ture at San Luis represents, I believe, the best possible example of a 
proper method for Federal-State action in water resource develop- 
ment. 

I am also, with your leave, submitting a copy of my special water 
message to the Legislature of California in which I have set forth 
in more detail California’s water development program and I would 
like to submit it and make it a part of the record in this case. There 
have been certain amendments and there may be more but I appeared 
personally before the California Legislature because I felt the State 
water development program was. so important that I wanted to in 
every way that I could, to dramatize the need for a water program 
in this State. 

Senator Anpgrson. Without objection the entire document will 
appear at the end of your statement. 

vernor Brown. Thank you very much, 

I have with me Mr. Harvey Banks, who is the State director of 
water resources and Mr. Ralph Brody, who is the deputy director of 
the department of water resources, and my: special counsel in all of 
my water problems; they are here and they are prepared to discuss 
in any detail that you desire any questions that you might have. _ 

I want to conclude. by eee that I deeply appreciate this 
renee to appear before this Senate committee in furtherance 
of what all of us, Democrats and Republicans alike are trying to 
achieve in this great big State of ours. 

_ Thank you. 
Senator ANnpgrson. Thank you, Governor, very much. 
(The special water message follows :) 


SPECIAL WATER MESSAGE BY Gov. EDMUND G. Brown. BEForE A JoInT SESSION OF 
THE CALIFORNIA LEGISLATURE IN SACRAMENTO, THURSDAY, JANUARY 22, 1959 


May I first of all thank you for your courtesy in arranging this joint session 
of the legislature. I have asked. to. come here today, under these extraordinary 
circumstances, so that we can meet together as the single voice of all the people 
of California. I have come to present a. water program which I believe is,ra- 
tional, realistic, and responsive to the needs 7f all the people of California. 
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Our State is magnificently varied in its resources, its scenery, its industry, and 
its people. Providence, as I said. in my inaugural message, seems intent on mak- 
ing us a great people in a great State. 

Yet, in spite of our great endowment, it has become the fashion in recent years 
to dwell on our water problems as being awesome and impossibly complicated. 
We have brooded over the expense and become lost in a forest of fear. In prior 
sessions of the legislature, the result has been delay and frustration. 

This stalemate must come to an end. If we take courage and put our fears 
behind us, we can replace narrow, sectional differences with confident, pioneer- 
ing leadership. This the people of California demand and deserve. 

It is not the lack of water which creates the problem we meet to discuss. In- 
deed, the average runoff exceeds our requirements by a safe margin. 

The core of our problem is distribution. We do not have enough water when 
and where we need it. We have too much water when and where we do not need 
it, Thus, it is obvious that we must, build dams to capture water which would 
otherwise escape, and we must build canals and aqueducts to transport the water 
we have saved to the communities where it is needed. 

To accomplish these vital tasks, our State has a great natural advantage. The 
physical setting of the delta of the Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers is a gift 
from nature that we have never fully appreciated. 

Above the delta, we have both a supply of water and the sites to store it. 
Within the delta, we have the natural point of convergence. When we wish to 
export water to an area of need lying to the south, the delta can serve as the 
pool, or, if you please, as the tap from which the water can flow. 

Every year there are 3 million acre-feet of water in the Sacramento-San 
Joaquin. Delta: which are not being used. At present, the water goes wasting out 
to. sea through the Golden Gate. We must build the facilities for offstream stor- 
age and move: this water to areas where it is urgently needed. Unless we save 
this — water, we waste a precious natural resource and fail the people of 
our State, 

We should remember that we store water, not alone for future use, but also 
te. avoid flood damage. To protect human life and valuable property, we must 
arrest our rivers in their headlong rush to: the sea. Because the Federal Govern- 
ment contributes funds for flood control, we must impress the Congress with our 
urgent needs. We will also have to provide State funds to insure that flood con- 
trol.projects will be available for multipurpose: use—not simply for flood control. 

From our water development program, we should also create new sources of 

energy. An ample supply of low-cost power is absolutely essential 
to, our industrial, future and to the needs of all our people. The State, too, 
will need an enormous amount of power to operate the pumps which are required 
tocarry the water from areas of surplus to areas of need. 

Fortunately, the extra cost of adding power facilities to our water projects 
is. small in, relation, to. the cost of the projects:and small in relation to the result- 
ing benefits. In addition, revenues from the sale of power enable us to furnish 
water and, other benefits to deserving areas of’ our economy which cannot pay 
the, total cost: of water. As an example, I cite the Central Valley project, where 
the production of power has benefited our whole economy. 

In our water projects, we must give a high priority to recreation 
and, to the development: of: our fish and@ wildlife resources. As our population 
sows and our leisure. time increases, recreation requires added recognition 
48; &. beneficial use of water. Projects developed for recreational purposes 
Provide our people with wholesome diversion and a happier and fuller life. 
At the same time, they stimulate the growth of portions of our State where 
recreation is: the primary industry. 

Against the background: of these. general! observations; I’ propose the follow- 

program for water development. 
> I, propose: that: this. session of the: legislature appropriate $88 million 
from the investment fund to start on a construction program. It is time to 
‘moving dirt and) stop throwing mud. This is the beginning of a positive 
|for water development. Im considering the $38 million appropriation, 
to,emphasize that the major costs. of water projects are eventually re- 

-revenues:received from water and’ power users. 

: L propose that we commit: the. entire investment fund to water 
ent. This fund is unique: im that it was built up through the depletion 
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of a great natural resource,.our offshore oil. I am determined that it shall 
be dedicated to the development of another precious resource, our water. 

Third: I propose that in 1960 we authorize a general obligation bond issue 
in the neighborhood of $500 million to complete the program outlined in this 
message. To all of you, I pledge that I will fight to obtain adequate financing 
to complete the great aqueduct south. And to all of you, I pledge that I will 
fight to obtain adequate financing to provide the other facilities throughout the 
State necessary to meet the needs of our people. 

Fourth: We must encourage the Federal Government to finance water projects 
designed for navigation, flood control, and irrigation. Considering the condi- 
tion of our budget, it is plain nonsense to resist Federal aid. I am glad to see 
. that the old hostility to Federal funds is now mellowing. We should use Fed- 
eral aid wherever we can, but we must also remember that we have our own 
responsibilities in the development of our water resources. 

Fifth: We should undertake the development of our water resources on a 
comprehensive statewide basis. Local agencies, of course, must be encouraged 
to move ahead with those projects which have a primarily local impact. Yet, I 
am convinced that there must be an integrated statewide development of the 
massive works which affect many communities. Only thus can we prevent dup- 
lication and waste. Only thus can we avoid Balkanizing our State into compet- 
ing water provinces. 

Sixth: Many of the principles now applicable to the operation of utilities 
should guide us in the development of our State water resources. Thus, we 
should recognize our obligation to insure that water will be available to meet 
the proper demands of every part of the State. As in the case of a utility, we 
should be able to enlarge our facilities to bring more water into the delta pool 
and recover the cost from the system as a whole. Moreover, just as the first 
man to get a telephone does not enjoy a lower rate, so those who are first served 
by State water projects should not have a privileged status. 

As long as the legislature sits to guide our water development, we can be eer- 
tain that the system will be completed and administered in fairness and equity. 
Those who would doubt this are questioning, not the water program, but rather 
the fundamental basis of democratic government. 

In explaining this program, I have made no attempt to answer every con- 
ceivable question or satisfy all extremists. In addition, I have put to one side 
the question of a constitutional amendment. After long thought, I have con- 
cluded that an amendment is not necessary to an affirmative water program. 
Beyond that, I have found that there is no general agreement on what the con- 
tents of such an amendment should be. I am not hostile to an amendment and 
I am not closing the door on one. But I am convinced that our positive pro 
gram of water development should not be delayed by further frustrating debate 
over the terms of a constitutional amendment. 

Now let us look at the main points of the $38 million construction program 
which I propose for this year. 

The great aqueduct system from the delta to the south is a key to pressing 
problems of water supply. By carrying water to southern California the aque 
duct will supply the area where the human need is the greatest. On the way 
southward, the aqueduct system will also serve areas of critical water shortage. 

I urge you to appropriate $10.7 million to enable us to start at both ends of 
this great aqueduct system; $1.3 million would be for aqueduct rights-of-way 
from the delta to the San Luis Reservoir site; $3.8 million would be for the 
rights-of-way from San Luis to southern Kern County; and $3.3 million would 
be for rights-of-way for the aqueduct system into southern California. 

The remaining $2.3 million would be used to complete the acquisition of the 
San Luis Reservoir site. This will provide an important portion of the State’s 
share of the joint San Luis project. I am determined that the dam at San Luis 
shall now be constructed to its full height so that we can store 2.1 million acre 
feet in the reservoir. 

In the past few days bills have been introduced by Senators Engle and Kuchel 
and Congressman Sisk and Johnson to authorize Federal participation in the 
San Luis project. I will do everything in my power to insure the passage of 
these bills. I see in them a reasonable compromise of the intrastate conflicts 
which have been a roadblock to this vital project. We must not allow disputes 
within the California family to delay us further. 

There is also a vital need for a South Bay aqueduct to bring water from the 
delta. to Alameda and Contra Costa Counties and portions of northern Santa 
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Clara County. I am asking you to appropriate $7.9 million for rights-of-way 
and for initial construction of this facility. 

The units proposed for immediate construction will serve the Livermore Val- 
ley and the Niles Cone area where fresh water is urgently needed to prevent sea 
water encroachment into the underground basin. When Santa Clara repre- 
sentatives have completed their studies, the South Bay aqueduct can be extended 
to northern Santa Clara County. 

The department of water resources has recommended that water service to 
southern Santa Clara, San Benito, and Santa Cruz Counties should be provided 
by a Pacheco Pass route. I will urge the Bureau of Reclamation to accelerate 
its studies as to the feasibility of serving these areas as part of the Federal 
Central Valley project. 

The use of the delta as a collecting pool will require the construction of 
works to guard against sea water encroachment in the westerly portion of the 
delta. We are well aware of the hydraulic problems of the delta and the 
complex questions regarding water rights in that area. The department of 
water resources has been studying this matter for a long time and, remarkably 
enough, there appears to be a relatively inexpensive physical solution. By 
April 1, when these studies will be completed, I expect to ask an appropriation 
to begin the initial work for bringing fresh water to the threatened delta 
areas and thus also to permit increased diversions from the delta. 

Let us now turn to consider facilities above the delta. 

There are, of course, also areas in need of water which cannot be served 
from the-delta. For example, Sierra Valley in Plumas and Sierra Counties is 
critically short of water necessary to support its agricultural economy. To 
provide service for this area, I will ask for $2.4 million for rights-of-way and 
construction of upstream features of the Feather River unit. The principal 
one of these would be Frenchman Reservoir. 

I will also ask for the appropriation of $11.9 million for construction of the 
combination railroad and highway bridge over the west branch of the Feather 
River. The bridge will enable us to use the new high-speed highway which is 
being completed this year. 

A board of consulting engineers is conducting a study to determine whether 
construction on the Feather River should be started at Bidwell Bar instead of 
Oroville. On this technical question, I intend to accept the judgment of the 
department of water resources after it has had the benefit of the study which 
will be completed on February 1. I will then ask for funds to carry forward 
this major work on the Feather River which is vitally necessary for flood 
control. 

Let me now turn to consider additional flood control ee I will ask for 
$7.3 million as the State’s share of the Black Butte project presently under 
construction on Stony Creek in Tehama County. I will also ask for $6.4 million 
for the State’s share of the New Hogan Reservoir on the Calaveras River. 
Since the 1958 legislature appropriated $10 million of this amount, only $3.7 
million in new money is involved. 

Just today I learned that Federal funds for New Hogan Dam were not in- 
cluded. in the President’s budget which was submitted to Congress this week. 
This action takes us completely by surprise since funds for final design were 
included in last year’s Federal budget. I intend to join with our congressional 
delegation in strongly urging the restoration of funds to construct this vitally 
needed flood control project. I think we will succeed and, for that reason, I 
Temain firm in my recommendation that you appropriate the State’s share of 
this project. 

Black Butte and New Hogan are multipurpose projects, which are urgently 
needed for flood control, but are not immediately required for water conserva- 
tion in their local areas. The flood control benefits will be paid for by the 
United States. If the State will assure repayment to the United States for the 
conservation features, we can move forward with these construction projects. 
Since the State’s entire financial obligation will be eventually repaid from the 
sale of water made available by these projects, I urge their approval now. 

We must also bend our efforts to develop an economical means of obtaining 
fresh water. from the ocean. Therefore, I request an appropriation of $1.6 
million for use in cooperation with the United States in the construction of a 
sea water conversion plant. This plant, which will probably be located in 
southern California, will include a nuclear reactor as a source of energy, 

Authorize construction of the Auburn, Buchanan, and Hidden Dams and the 
Folsom Canals; 
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Appropriate approximately $60 million for flood control construction and $70 
million for reclamation in the State next year; and 

Take the necessary steps to insure that water can be delivered in the Sacra- 
mento: Valley: canals area ; 

Further, I will urge the Federal Government to construct: the power features, 
of the Trinity division and distribute the power in accordance with existing 
Federal law. The State itself will purchase a large volume) of Trinity power 
to operate the pumps for its water projects. I am firmly opposed. to the. sug- 
gested partnership arrangement. Such an arrangement would deny to the 
State the preference that public agencies are now granted by Federal law. 

I also intend to press for the enactment by Congress of the Bngle-Kuchel 
bill which would permit low-cost Federal loans for irrigation features of projects: 
which are primarily municipal and industrial in character. 

In this broad statement I have emphasized the first and immediate steps that 
we must take. But in our long-range plans for water development, we must 
and we will give thought to the future facilities that will undoubtedly be needed 
as our State grows. These: will include additional local projects, expansion 


of the aqueduct. systems, new works in the delta, master drains for the Central - 


Valley, and, at the proper time, importation of water from the Kel River system 
and other streams of the north coastal area. 

By all these recommendations, I have sought to bring the forward force of 
responsible liberalism to the specific problem of water. As I conclude, I would 
emphasize that our problem: lies; not so:much in the control and use of our rivers, 
as in ourselves. Let us: resolve to prove that we are one State, one people, 
and that we can. produce: one good water program. Let. us grow with the 
strength of unity, as we begin to fulfill our destiny of greatness. 

Senator Anperson. Any questions of Governor Brown ? 

Senator Kuchel. 

Senator Kucuen. Governor Brown, first of all I congratulate you 
in person, as I did over the telephone, in connection with your recom- 
mendations for water legislation, both here and in Sacramento. 

Are you able to say, Governor, that in your opinion the legislature 
would in your judgment perform its part. with some reasonable dis- 
patch so that both the Federal and State Governments might. move: 
on together ¢ : 

Governor Brown. I feel quite confident that they will. Before com- 
ing here I ascertained by a: vote, not a: formal. vote, but by counting 
noses, we have been: able to believe that we will be able to commit all 
pier investment fund to water development in the State of Calli- 

1m. 

There are details that have not as yet been worked out. I proposed 
a program. Southern California has been very conciliatory in trying 
to reach a,program. The delta interests are working on a report that 
will, come out within.a week. But I can tell you that, in the isla- 
ture of California there is a determination to solve the water problem 
in our State and to go-along with you, and I feel reasonably confident. 
Until a vote has been taken, of course, I wouldn’t want to mislead 
you, and tell you that all is but, I have talked it over with all the 
interests in the State, and I feel reasonably confident that we will have 
a water program. I know we will commit this fund to it at any rate. 

Senator Kucuxr, Thank you, sir. Specifically, is it not true that 
at the present time your State administration is proceeding with the 
ce acquisition of the real: property Leulead in the San Luis 
site area 

Governor Brown. We have that in.the budget and the assembly, the 
oe house committee is working on. it and Tkeow it. will go out of 

ere, 
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Mr. Kucneu. Governor, the bill which passed the Senate a year ago 
contained’ provision of study so far as the Department of the In- 
terior was concerned on a proposal to authorize water service from the 
Central Valley project through the San Joaquin tunnel route to lands 
and municipalities in the counties of Santa Clara, San Benito, Santa 
Cruz, and Monterey. 

Meanwhile, however, legislation authorizing such feasibility study 
did pass the Congress and the requisite studies were made. Would 
your director of water resources, Mr. Banks, be able in your absence 
to indicate the position of the State on such a additional pieces 
of Federal legislation as this section to which I have just alluded? 

Governor Brown. Yes; we have discussed it and he advises me that 
it is in accord with the overall program and we would favor such 
amendment tothe bill itself. We think it would be a welcome addi- 
tion. ' 

Senator Awperson. Is that the area if you fill the dam clear full it 
will spill out the back side of the town the other way? 

Governor Brown. I think that is generally the idea. 

Senator Anverson. That is about what will happen. 

Governor Brown. Is that what will happen ? 

Mr. Banxs. It wouldn’t quite spill over. We might make it cut 
through the hill. 

Governor Brown. It won’t be that high. We can’t-get it over that 
‘pass. 
Senator Anperson. Isn’t that what itis? It is not direct diversion. 
You raise the water level high enough to take it out the back side as 
weare doing in the project out in Alaska. 

Mr. Banxs. And with the reservoir down there would be a pumping 
plant provided so there would be continuous supply. 

Senator Awperson. I would have to say; Governor, I flew twice 
along the exact spot where this was’ going to be done. It looked good 
tome. I thought it was a sensible development. Coming up from 
the Tracy pumping plant to the actual site, then going beyond it you 
would see easily how the water could be moved down San Joaquin 
Canyon and do a good job down the way they want it. 

Governor Brown: You fly over the Santa Clara-San Benito area. 

That'broad valley is one of the’ fastest growing areas in the entire 
United States. As we get the water down there it has unlimited pos- 
sibilities for fine living, 
Senator Kucnet. The only other comment I want to make is that 
your representative Mr. Brody, I think distinguished himself and your 
administration in ‘the labor he performed last week. We can look for- 
ward to a unanimous approval by the several economic and geographi- 
eal segments of the State speaking through their officials responsible 
for water deliveries with respect to the San Luis legislation. If that is 
true, and I believe it ‘is, then I will predict that this Congress will 
adopt this legislation, that the President, of course, thereafter would 
ery and that your own equally optimistic view with respect now to 
% belated action by the Legislature of California will give your State 
and my State‘a much rosier future than sometimes in the past we 
thought she has. 

Governor Brown. Well, both Director Banks and the deputy direc- 
tor, I can tell you, have worked untiringly in an effort to move this 
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State program. I have never seen two men more dedicated to a,cause 
which they think is right. And long hours, unlimited hours in trying 
to work these things out. It is not easy and, very frankly, we haven’t 
accomplished all we wanted but I am not too much of an optimist. 
But I know we will have a water program. 

Senator Kucue.. Yes, sir, and I should have mentioned Harvey 
Banks alongside of Mr: Brody because I have seen Mr. Banks perform 
over the years with respect to this legislation. 


STATEMENT OF HON. GORDON ALLOTT, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF COLORADO 


Senator AtLorr. Governor, I would just, like to make a slight com- 
ment. I appreciate the wonderful job that has been done with getting 
the California people together on this water program and as a west- 
erner I especially have a very deep appreciation of the problems which 
afflict us with respect to water and it would be my hope during your 
administration that we will find the same degree of cooperation with 
respect to the problems which we have to solve with respect to the up. 
"ad Colorado, including the Fryingpan-Arkansas project, which the 

tate of California has opposed officially for some years and I hope this 
same spirit of cooperative development will apply also to the upper 
Colorado River project. 

Senator Anperson. I will tell you this, if he gets a favorable answer 
I am going to start mentioning the New Mexico project. 

Senator Auxorr. I was just getting to those. 

Governor Brown. I haven’t discussed that with Harvey Banks. 
My office, the new administration hasn’t taken any position on that. 
But let me say this: As a Governor of the State of California, I am 
interested in the development of the entire West and anything that 
we can do to assist. I, of course, was attorney general in this case 
of Arizona v. California, and we will soon have the water rights, 
within a year, at any rate, betwen California, and Nevada, and in 
New Mexico decided and I think, of course that will only be some 
indication of the water rights in the upper Colorado, tee. But I 
don’t want to take a poor on the Fryingpan’ project: today. I can 
just tell you generally that I have never, as attorney general, op- 
posed that project. The Governor has in the previous administration. 

at we will do, I don’t know. 

Senator Atzorr. I would just like to say the Fryingpan will take 
less than 2 percent of the water allotted to the upper basin States 
under the upper basin compact and there is a great area in my own 
State that is suffering tremendously economically and actually suffer- 
ing from a lack of water, because we have not: been able to get con- 
sideration from Congress for this project. 

I don’t say this in any sense of vis-a-vis the merits of the San Lis 
unit. The San Luis unit will stand on its own four feet. or two feet, 
or whatever it is or on its own base. And I am sure will receive sup- 
port from this committee and from the Senate. But, I think this 1s 
a good time to remind the Governor in a very friendly way, if I can, 
that the development of the upper basin, including the Pacheco, tun- 
nel and all of our projects up there need also very sympathetic con- 
sideration from the State of California. i 

Governor Brown. Well, I can only tell you that because previous 
administrations opposed it, that is no reason that this administration 
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would oppose it. But I would like the opportunity—and I am not 
prepared today—to take a position on that. I would like to talk it 
over with Mr Banks. I would like to talk it over with some of the 
southern California interests that have opposed it, but that doesn’t 
mean that I will oppose it, merely because they have. I will tell you 
that. I was in disagreement with some of those over a hig of 
years who haye opposed all water development all over the West and 
1 think you may find a change of attitude. But I don’t want, to get 
in the position where I am ready to reverse a position until I have 
studied it. 

Senator Arzrorr. All right. 

Senator Jackson. I want to say, Governor, Senator Allott and I 
will give you every opportunity to take the most enlightened position. 

Governor Brown. Thank you. 

Senator Jackson. Senator Church. 

Senator Cuurcu. No questions. 

Senator AnpEeRson. Senator O’Mahoney. 

Senator O’Manoney. I suppose, Governor, that you can guarantee 
a sufficient water supply for Los Angeles for the big convention that 
isto be held there in 1960? 

Governor Brown. That I will guarantee. It will be a good con- 


_ yention. 


Senator Anpmrson. If there are no further questions, thank you 
very much, Governor, and we are.glad to.have you here and want to 
welcome you back whenever you-want to come. 

Governor Brown. Thank you very much, and I have my two loyal 
associates here who can enlighten you on any further part of the 


program. : 

I would like to be excused, if I may, now, because I find in the 48 
hours I am here in Washington that I have a great many things to do. 

Thank you very, very much. 

Senator ANDERSON. I will direct that the communication from Gov- 
ernor Brown to Senator Murray, dated February 18, 1959, containing 
the comments of Mr. Banks to Mr. McFarland be printed at this point 
Inthe record. 

(The letters follow :) 

STATE oF CALIFORNIA, 
GOVERNOR’s OFFICE, 
Sacramento, February 18, 1959. 
Hon. James EB. Murray, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, Senate Office 
Building, Washington, D.O. 

Deak Senaton Mourgay: Thank you for your letter of January 20, 1959, and 
for this opportunity to comment on 8. 44, @ bill to authorize the Secretary of the 
Interior to construct the San Luis unit of the Central Valley project and to 
enter into an agreement with the State of California for the financing, construc- 
tion, and operation of those features of the San Luis project which are to be 
jointly used by the United States and the State. 

Because of the great importance of a joint Federal-State San Luis project, I 
have carefully reviewed the Federal bills to authorize the project which have 
been introduced during the current session, of the Congress, as well as the vari- 
ous proposals made during the last session of the Congress. After consulting 
with the California Department of Water Resources, I have concluded that 8. 44 
ethene very satisfactory basis for a joint Federal-State venture in the 

construction, and operation of the San Luis project. 
_As indicated in your letter, 8. 44, with a few exceptions, is substantially the 
Same as 8. 1887 which was approved by your committee and by the Senate 
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during the second session of the 85th Congress. In response to a request from 
Mr. Sidney McFarland, consulting engineer to the House Interior Committee, 
Mr. Banks, in his letter of December 31, 1958, commented on 8S. 1887 as a pro- 
posed basis for authorizing legislation to be introduced during this session, 
Enclosed is a copy of Mr. Banks’ letter. You will note that the substance of all 
the suggestions made by Mr. Banks has been incorporated in 8. 44. I intend 
actively to urge the passage of this bill by the Congress. 

I regard the San Luis project as a key in California’s water development pro- 
gram, and in my special water message to the Legislature of California I empha- 
sized particularly the need to construct San Luis Dam initially to its full height 
so that approximately 2,100,000 acre-feet of water can be stored in the reservoir. 
Enclosed is a copy of my special water message which you may find of interest, 

I appreciate your cooperation in proposed legislation to authorize the San 
Luis unit, a vital part of California’s water development program. I am grate 
ful also for your congratulations on my victory last November. 


Sincerely, 
Epmunp G. Brown, Governor. 


DECEMBER 31, 1958. 
Mr. Smpney McFARLAND, 
Consultant Engineer, House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Deak Mr. McFartanp: In accordance with your request in our telephone 
conversation of December 22, we have reviewed S. 1887 as reported with amend- 
ments on August 5, 1958. I regret very much this slight delay in replying to 
your request but the importance of the San Luis unit authorization and its 
relation to the Governor-elect’s water program have made it unavoidable. 

We feel that S. 1887, as reported with amendments on August 5, 1958, gen- 
erally will accomplish the authorization of the San Luis unit and successful 
joint Federal-State financing, construction, and, operation of the joint-use 
facilities, We have three amendments, however, which appear to be necessary. 
The first of our recommended changes is in section 1 and is made for the 
purpose of clarifying the authorization so that it clearly includes authority 
for the Secretary of the Interior to construct the joint-use facilities to such 
eapacities and size as will permit their joint use by the State and the United 
States to meet the requirements of: their respective areas. Specifically, it is 
suggested that: 

1. On page 2, line 15, insert a comma after “forebay” delete “‘and” and insert 
after ‘‘afterbay” the following: “and pumping plants”. 

2. On page 2, line 17, after “constructed” insert “by the Secretary initially 
to the capacities necessary to serve both the San Luis unit;service area and the 
State’s service area, or so as” and insert a comma after “expansion”. 

8. On page 2, line 18, insert “equitably share the” after “two” and delete 
“assume the added”. . 

4. On page 2, line) 19, delete “cost” and insert in lieu “costs” and delete 
“involyed’’. 

Our second suggested amendment is the following revision to subsection (a) 
of section 3: On page 6, line 1, after “ects” insert: “by providing, among other 
things, a capacity in San Luis Reservoir of approximately 2,100,000 acre-feet 
and corresponding capacities in the other joint-use facilities.” ‘The purpose of 
this amendment, of course, is to make specific that if the San. Luis Reservoir 
is initially constructed to. meet the requirements of the State and Federal 
service areas, it will be constructed to a capacity of approximately 2,100,000 
acre-feet. Disa 

Our third recommended. amendment to the, bill is that subsections (f) and 
(g) of section 3, on page 8, be deleted and in lieu the following subsection (t) 
be inserted : 

“(f) The rights to the use of capacities of the joint-use facilities of the San 
Luis unit shall be allocated to the United States and the State, vely, 
in such manner as may be mutually agreed upon. The United States shall not 
be restricted in the exercise of its right so.allocated, which shall be sufficiént 
carry out the purposes of section 1 of this act-and which shall extend throughout 
the repayment period and so long thereafter, as title to the works remains 10 
the United States. The State shall not restricted in the exercise of. its 
allocated right to the use of the capacities of the joint-use facilities for water 


“service outside the San Luis unit service area.” 
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The purpose of this amendment is to place the United States and the State 
on an equal basis. with reference to the works of the project to be jointly 
used. You will recall that this point was repeatedly raised by Kern County 
and southern California interests. Since both the United States and the State 
will contribute to the capital cost of the works, it is equitable that the rights of 
each to its share of the capacity of the joint-uses facilities be on an equal basis. 

We feel that the details of this can be worked out in the contemplated contract, 

It is recognized, however, that the project should be so constructed so as to 

enable both the United States and the State to carry out the respective pur~ 

poses for which the project is authorized. It is believed that the suggested 
language meets the objections raised without destroying the original intent 

when the bill. was first drafted in March 1957. 

Attached is a copy of the bill with our recommended amendments. 

Your cooperation in this matter is very much appreciated. If I can be of 
any further assistance, please let me know, 

Very truly yours, 
Harvey O. Banks, Director, 

Senator Anperson. As announced at the morning session, the sub- 
committee is making presentations at previous hearings a part of the 
record by reference. Weare seeking to confine, as far as practical, the 
oral presentation today to new material that will aid in our consider- 
ation of S. 44, 

We will then ask spokesmen for the Department of the Interior, the 
Bureau of Reclamation, to comment on the amendments that have 
been proposed today by Senator Kuchel on §, 44, on any new material 
or other developments in connection with the San Luis authorization. 

We will hear Representatives: Hagen and Sisk of California, fol- 
lowed by Representative Gubser and other members of the California 
delegation who may desire to appear. 

Senator Kucuen, Mr. Chairman, if I may interupt, in that same 
irit of developing a report, in the easiest possible manner, I would 
¢ to.ask your unanimous consent that the statement I have pre- 

pared on this legislation be set forth in its entirety in the record. 

By way of introduction to that request, let me say that I am per- 
fectly delighted at the reasonable attitude which was in evidence at 

time a series of meetings last week was conducted in which, as 

I previously indicated, representatives of the various important par- 

ties in. interest to this proposed legislation gathered together to re- 

solve their differences. 

Mr. Chairman, the State of California now has 14 million people, 

increasing at the rate of about 500,000 people a year. The city of 

Los Angeles is now the second largest city in the N ation, and beyond 

that the people north and south aot come to live with us will require 

mere water. Here we have an opportunity to demonstrate to the 
country that, the State government and the Federal Government may 

“operate in the construction and in the use of one important reser- 

voir facility which would serve both a Federal system in being, the 

Central. Valley project, and a State water system in prospectus, the 

Feather River project. Apparently the Supreme Being gave to the 

ry of California one great reservoir site in the Central Valley 

at. San Luis, which engineers tell us could feasibly be the basis for 
the construction of a 2,100,000-acre. s reservoir which would 
serve the needs of an expa Central Valley service area and the 


eather River project particularly with. respect to southern Cali- 
fornia as well. 
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And thus now that we do have this very happy situation of apparent 
unanimity of thought concerning Federal and State participation, 
I venture to hope that this hearing may result in the expeditious 
handling of legislation ; that once again it will pass the Senate and that 
this time it will pass the House of Representatives. 

Senator Anperson. You may proceed at this time with your state- 
ment, Senator Kuchel. 

Senator Kucuert. Thank you. 


‘STATEMENT OF HON. THOMAS H. KUCHEL, U.S. SENATOR FROM 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Senator Kucuen. Mr. Chairman, this hearing is the third time this 
subcommittee has considered legislation to authorize the San Luis 
project. The reason for enacting this measure, which I introduced 
in company with my colleague from California, is even stronger and 
greater than when hearings were held in May 1956 and just a year 
ago. 
er wish to recall that after the 1958 hearings, the predecessor bill 
was reported favorably by the full committee and passed the Sen- 
ate. Unfortunately, the Howes was unable to act and the legislation 
died with final adjournment. 

As was the case in 1958, again now, in the new Congress, the State 
goer: urges congressional approval of this legislation. The 

night administration in the last Congress, and now the Brown 
administration, support the San Luis proposal before you. 

In a word, the legislation envisages the construction of a giant 


2,100,000-acre-foot storage reservoir, jointly used by the State o 
California in sending northern surplus water on south through the 
lower San Joaquin, and through the coastal counties, and into all of 
southern California, and used also by the Federal Government in res- 
cuing 500,000 acres of land now in danger of destruction because of 
the vanishing water supply. 

Thus, two systems, one a Federal Pe in being, the other a State 


project about to get underway, would both be served at San Luis, the 
point where they cross, by a single storage reservoir, whose cost of 
construction and operation would be economically. shared by both 
governments. 

The importance of speedy action by Congress at this time has been 
heightened by various developments within our State. Cee 
probably is the fact that a decision has been reached on the gene 
routing of an imagination-challenging' aqueduct to carry surplus 
waters of northern California to the burgeoning, heavily settled com- 
munities in the southern half of the State: Also significant is the fact 
that in the intervening months since this matter last was before he 
committee, marked progress has been made in achieving the basis for 
an understanding within our State about the attempts of man to ree- 
tify the shortcomings of nature in the distribution of water available 
in all of California. The prospects now are much brighter for a set- 
tlement of what is called the water controversy which has retard 
eens initiation of action on the California water plan concei 
in : 
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Broadly, the bill before the committee today is very similar to 
that which was reported and approved by the Senate last year. As I 
say, it provides for the building and operation of a 2,100,000-acre- 
foot reservoir at the San Luis site on the west side of the San Joaquin 
Valley to store and furnish water for what are in actuality two sep- 
arate projects. These are an additional unit of the vast Central Valley 

roject, a Federal undertaking, and an integral part of the Feather 

iver project, a purely State enterprise. 

As for the Federal interest, the project will serve lands now com- 
pletely dependent upon irrigation water pumped from underground 
sources. Years of overdraft has caused the ground-water table to 
recede at an alarming rate. The situation has become acute, critical 
in recent years. The supplemental water from this project would halt 
the abandonment of land which otherwise is liable to revert to semi- 
desert. Thus, the Federal undertaking would be wholly in harmony 
with the objectives of our reclamation policy of more than a half 
century, by assuring a livelihood for American families. At present 
nearly three-quarters of a million persons would be benefited directly 
and indirectly by the San Luis development. 

Here is a unique opportunity for pooling of Federal and State re- 
sources and abilities. The San Luis project would have a dual pur- 
pose and become a vital feature of the State water plan at no added 
expense to the United States. It will be an important Tink’ in the 
development of the State, specifically in sections from thé lower San 
an and Santa Barbara, and beyond the Tehachapi Mountains 
south to the Mexican border. These areas, with startling increases 
in population and. industry, are concerned with efforts to transfer 
@xcess water from the surplus counties of the north to the critical de- 
ficiency communities of the south where additional supplies are im- 
eae to maintain the present economy, let alone meet forecast 

emands for greater quantities to accommodate expected growth. 

The physical plan of San Luis involves capturing a portion of the 
winter runoff that each year flows into the Sacramento-San Joaquin 
delta and is wasted into the Pacific Ocean. The water would be 
transported by means of the existing Tracy pum ng plant and the 
Delta Mendota Canal of the CVP to a point near the San Luis Reser- 
voirsite. _ . aa 

There new facilities would be constructed to lift the water to the 
reservoir for storage and then ultimately for either delivery to agri- 
cultural lands of the surrounding area for use during the irrigation 
season or transportation through huge new aqueducts to the residen- 
tial, industrial, metropolitan areas of Los eae tad Orange, Riverside, 

an Bernardino, Ventura, and San Diego Counties. It will almost 
double the utility of the existing Delta Mendota Canal system by 
Providing for its use at a time (whol otherwise it would be idle. 

The California water plan, with an aggregate estimated cost of 
nearly $12 billion, envisions facilities basically similar in design and 

tion to those proposed by the Bureau of Reclamation to serve the 
San Joaquin Valley. It‘is essential to provide a storage and regulat- 
Seana at a midway point on the route of the contemplated 
interbasin exchanges. 

Both State i ga officials are on record to the effect that 
there are no engineering, financial, legal, or other obstacles to the 
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coordination of construction and gpenetion of the San Luis project 
as contemplated in S. 44 for both Federal and State. purposes. 


The legislation before you would thus be precedent-setting. Al- 
ready, it is noteworthy that. prolo conferences and discussions 
have resulted in such a meeting of minds that this bill has been 
drafted. It is obvious that any effort to use a single reservoir and 
related facilities for discharge of Federal.and State responsibilities 

d differences. Happily, these have been 


can lead to complications an 
resolved and dissipated. sha 

The bill now before the committee had its beginnings following 
the May 1956 hearings which where climaxed by a week-long meet- 
ing in the office of the Commissioner of Reclamation. Those confer- 
ences were specifically urged by this committee to seek reconciliation 
of the divergent views of many parties interested in one or the other 
phase of the proposed undertaking. I believe they succeeded ad- 
mirably, as is indicated by the fact that both former Governor Knight 
and his successor, Governor Brown, who is here today, have endorsed 
the bill and that both California Senators have joined in introducing 
it in the current and prior Congress. 

Ip the time that. has ela cadet those meetings, additional hear- 
ings have been held in both the House and the Senate, and there have 
been further conferences both in Washington and in. California. 
These exchanges of views resulted in improvements to the bill. As 
late as this past December the California Director of Water Re- 
sources suggested certain changes in the bill approved by the Senate 
last year. Those changes, chiefly of a clarifying nature, are incorpo- 
rated in S. 44. 

There are two points on which amendments will be proposed and 
which I feel should be adopted. These relate to the cutoff date and 
to the aly. age of the dual nature of the project. 

Under the bill as proposed, the Secretary, of Interior could not 
commence construction until the execution of an agreement with 
the State for joint. responsibility in building, maintaining, and oper- 
ating the dam and reservoir. If such agreement has not been con- 
8 by July 1, 1960, the Secretary. might then proceed to 
construct the project according to plans designed to meet the needs 
of only the San Luis service area. 

In view of the passage of time, the cutoff date, which is lifted 
from the bill approved last peat, undoubtedly should be postponed. 
I see no reason why reasonable men, seeking a common goal, ca 
take a calendar and find an agreeable date by which both parties shall 
have reached and executed a reliable agreement. 

I have emphasized throughout these remarks the project would 
have a dual purpose, carrying out both a Federal or a State plan 
and supplying water for different uses. We envisage construction of 
a 2,100,000 acre-feet reservoir because that would be more economical, 
more practicable, and the commonsense way of proceeding to meet 
these varyin ulrements, 

Accordingly, the bill should recognize that in one area served by 
the Federal project the Federal reclamation law will apply, while in the 
other area, served by the Feather River project, California law will 


apply. 
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It should be made crystal clear that the Federal acreage limita- 
tions will be enforced in the cases of those benefiting from the 
Federal project in this joint venture. It similarly should be unequi- 
vocably understood that Federal laws will not in any way or manner 
affect lands which may be supplied from features which are unmistak- 
ably part of the California water plan. Both those for and against 
this legislation should know beyond doubt that the project will handle 
purely intrastate waters which the Creator has sent to California and 
that under the State system these State waters will be used in ac- 
cordance with State laws. I wish it equally clear and unmistakable 
that on the lands which are part of the Central Valley project the 
waters will be used pursuant to Federal law. The fact that the same 
reservoir will be used to store two categories of water should not 
wad ‘to the imposition of a Federal law and’ Federal obligations on 
persons who are beneficiaries only of the State expenditure and effort. 

The bill eee, protects the interest of the United States. 
In the very unlikely event that an agreement with California can- 
not be reached, the Secretary of Interior must report that fact to 
the Congress and then wait 90 days before preceeding to eonstruct the 
project according: to Bureau of Reclamation specifications and plan. 

Under no circumstances can the Secretary initiate the project until 
he has secured, or has satisfactory evidence’ of his ability to secure, 
all rights to the use of water necessary for successful operation. Fur- 
ther, the entire Federal cost of the’ project allocated to water users 
will be et by them over a period not to'exceed 50 years. 

The bill likewise contains carefully framed provisions to protect 
and advance the interests of California. For example, should the 
State elect not to enter into the contemplated contract with the Fed- 
¢éral Government, it can: eee its interest in the site by maki 
‘available to the Secretary sufficient funds to pay the additional cost o 
designing and constructing the dam and joint-use facilities to permit 
enlargement at some subsequent date. us, the State will acquire 
an irrevocable right’ to enlarge or modify those facilities‘at any time 
in the future and a perpetual right to the use’ of such additional 
capacity. 

| on a@'State-Federal agreement, the Secretary can either ini- 
‘tially construct the reservoir to full capacity, 2,100,000 acre-feet, and 
‘to corresponding eapacity of other joint-use facilities in’ order to 
permit immediate oe teats and eoordinated operation of the works 
or le can’ construct them’ to meet requirements’ of the Bureau of 
Reclamation ‘but'on a basis susceptible to futuré expansion by ‘the 
State if later desired. a ) | 
The benefits’ of this venture should be widespread. Its! need is 
obvious from reference to the tremendous expansion of California 
population, industry, and agriculture during recent years. From 
4 population of less than 7 mllion in 1946, we have more than double 
‘that number of cr today. ‘The State Department of Water Re- 
sourees shows’ an’ almost unbelievable rise in corsumption of water 


‘and’ foresees even’ harder to comprehend increases in the rest of the 
Present’ century. The department reported that back in’ 1950 the 
estimated seasonal shortage of developed ‘water in California was 
about 2.7 million acre-feet and by 1965 some experts warn, that, with- 
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out this and other equally vital undertakings, the overdraft may 
reach 10 million acre-feet per season. 

Some years ago, the Congress and the executive branch were con- 
cerned about giving the American people “more abundant life.” This 
project is ideally conceived to reach that goal. 

Senator Anperson. Any questions? 

Senator Kucnex.. No questions, except that I might say to my 
colleague from California, if any of our constituents have any pre- 
pared comments I think they should be incorporated. 

Senator Anprerson. These four people, these people who came here: 
came from a distance. If you have statements on it, let us have it.. 
We will try to include them in the record. 

Representative Gusser. Thank you. 

Senator Anprrson. You are in the hands of a very receptive group: 
if that helps you any. 

Representative Gusser. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Anprrson. Go ahead, Congressman. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HARLAN F. HAGEN, U.S. REPRESENTATIVE: 
FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Representative Haczn. Mr. Chairman and members of the commit- 
tee, I do,not have a prepared statement. I would like leave to revise, 
extend, and supplement my remarks made here today. 

I first want to thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee for the privilege of being heard here today and will endeavor 
to provide new material. I testified here last year and Senator An- 
derson suestioned me at. some length. So I want to talk about this 
-basic conflict and the compromise that was arrived at, we thought, at 
least, on March 13. As you are aware, there is a conflict in use of sites: 
between the San Luis project and the much larger State project identi- 
fied as the Feather River project, they both would utilize the San Luis: 
Creek as a damsite and both want to utilize a canal running southward 
marked in red on the committee chart. 

The basic assumption is that the State of California and the Federal 
Government will agree from the outset to a joint program of develop- 
ment for the so-called joint-use facilities. The problem in the past has 
been that the chief advocates of the Federal project have wanted to 
establish a time when they-could go ahead unilaterally in the absence 
of such an agreement as I have talked about. As a consequence, the 
advocates wanted a point in time, we will say 1960, or 1962, when they 
could go ahead in the absence of any agreement with the State. Now, 
at this meeting the other day among representatives of all California 
viewpoints it was agreed according to my understanding that the ip 
ple south of that canal marked in red, which would include all of the 
area of Los Angeles, for example, and Kern County, which is. in my 
congressional district, would agree to a cutoff date in the bill Brora 
that if that contingency occurred, that the Bureau of Reclamation 
proceed without a prior cooperative agreement, the Federal Govern- 
ment. from the outset would plan the dam structure and the canal, and 
in fact build the canal to a capacity sufficient to accommodate water 
deliveries for both projects? 
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Senator Anperson. Do I understand you to say that in the case the 
State did not go ahead with its part of it, that you still expected the 
Federal Government to build one as large as it would be if there were 
two projects combined ¢ 

Representative Hagen, Not as large but. to make the base bi 
enough, so to speak, to support the second story that the State mm 
ultimately build on it. 

Senator ANDERSON. You have gone over the route of the canal, have 
you not? 

Representative Hagen. Yes. 

Senator Anperson. Is there a difference in.the route between the 
combined project and the Federal project only ? 

Representative Hacen. In the optimum situation they both utilize 
that same canal. 

Senator Anperson. I thought, I flew over it, and I thought the 
Federal project came, it was higher up the mountain quite a bit or 
ge up the hill quite a ways. 

presentative Hagen. That is the canal to the north, Senator. 
There would be a separate State canal going north from that damsite 
into the San Joaquin Delta and there would be a separate set of pum 
there. That is my understanding, although the other would be feasible 
but it would be cheaper to construct one canal going south from the 
joint-use dam to serve both types of water delivery. 

Senator Anperson. I am talking about the canal going south, not 
the one going north. I thought that the canal route going south was 
a little higher up on the hill, as a matter of fact, it went back through 
a sort of volcanic formation, a little softer than some of the rest. 

Representative Hagen. You may be correct, and if I am in error I 
would like some of these other Californians to correct me. 

Senator Anperson. What I am trying to get at is this: Do you 
understand if it is just done as a Federal project that the canal still 
has to have a carrying capacity of a combined projects 

Representative Hagen. Well, that.is my. understanding.. I will 
— ‘ys one of these other witnesses. Is not that correct, Mr. 

utier 

Senator Anprerson. Let.us do that. It changes the cost. 

Mr. Butuer. I am not positive of the canal. 

Mr. Kucuet. Mr. Chairman, it is a difference of $100 million. 
Representative Hacen. I will present that as my version of it, in 
any event. Of course in that connection, Senator, the Bureau has 
made studies of an extended San Luis project, which would require 
@canal going south of much larger capacity than needed to serve 
its presently proposed service area and which would further involve 

tional storage at the point called Avenal Gap and that would 
be the extended San Luis project. So in the absence of. any State 
action we do not foresee that the enlarged capacity would be forever 
inactive. You still would not have wasted any money. 

Now, a further concession that was made by the southerly, letus 
call them, water interests, was that the Federal Government would be 
‘the'sole constructing agent on these joint use facilities and further 
that title'to the joint use facilities would rest in the Federal Govern- 
ment, The State is in the process of acquiring the lands. However, 
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under the compromise they would be transferred to the Federal 
Government and in that connection I might say that it is estimated 
that the cost to the State of these lands and easements and so forth, 
would probably total in the neighborhood of $10 million, so that that 
is a valuable consideration which the State would contribute to the 
overall project of the Federal Government built under any set of 
circumstances, 

In exchange for these agreements in effect it was further agreed 
that there would be definite language in the bill spelling out the fact 
that the Federal reclamation laws did not apply to State deliveries, 

to State service areas. It was indicated that the — of the 
bill carried that connotation. But it was also felt w ury the 
issue. Somebody was going to bring it up anyway, whether you 
stated it specifically or left it by innuendo. So that language was 
added by the compromise and logically so because the State deliveries 
will be paid for by the State and for so long as the States does not see 
fit to enact the equivalent of the Federal reclamation law they should 
‘be privileged to handle it under current State law. 
nator Anperson. Are you familiar with the language Senator 
Kuchel suggested ? 

Representative Hacen. Yes, I am, sir. 

Senator Anperson. That is satisfactory ? 

Representative Hacen. Yes, sir. 

That is all the comment TI have, Senator: 

I hope that this matter is haridled amicably from the standpoint 
of California interest, because if is # projéct’ of sonie magnitud 


and I think it would be extremely difficult to ft approval of iti 
tat 


there were not complete agreement within the 6 of California. 

Senator Anperson. Thank you very mutch. I think it is going to 
be possible to keep it on a basis of agreement. 

Representative Hagen. Thank you very much. 

Senator Anpvrerson. Are there questions? 

Senator Kucuen. A very excellent statement. 

Senator Anperson. Are there questions? 

Thank you, Mr, Hagen. 

(Congressman Hagen subsequently submitted the following sup- 
plementary statement :) 


SUPPLEMENTARY STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN HARLan Hiasoen. FOR INCLUSION IN 
Recorp or H&arines Berort RecLaMATION’ SUBCOMMITTEES, OF HOUSE. AND 
Senate Interion ComMMitrees In ke San Luis Prosect 


‘Mr. Chairman, I wish to comment further om the rélation of the San. Luis 
project to the: Feather River project portion of the California, water plan. 
', During. the time that.I was.a member of the California State Legislature we 
authorized the State Feather River project on ‘the basis of an extended study 
by the State water engineer. This survey and study was subsequently cot 
tinued and reportedupon and the State has already spent over $50 million oD 
the project. This expenditure and the increments, thereto currently being 
requested’ of the legislature by Goy, Pat Brown: is the best evidence that this 
is nota frivolous projeet but rather one that will be pushed through to comple 
tion at an early with an iitimate cost in’ éxcéss of $144: billion,’ 

"The essence of the Feather River project isthe year-around taking of water 
from the San Joaquin River Delta southward by means of a main-line canal 
areas. of storage en. rot ~~ Such, storage. south af the: delta. is -yital to provid 
usable quantities of w:. all times closer to the various points of di 
from the canal than w.-.. !:: furnished by the provision of a canal alone. Itis 
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true that the main-line canal at times will be used to transport water continu- 
ously from the delta to points of diversion for consumptive use but at other 
times the supply must come from storage. The mentioned State 60 percent and 
Federal 40 percent participation in the described San Lois joint-use facilities 
reflects a larger usage by the State.of. a joint-use canal rather than a larger 
use of the main reservoir. 

It is this storage requirement which makes the San Luis Dam site on San 
Luis Creek in Merced County, Calif., crucial to the success of the State Feather 
River project. It is either the most economical or the only damsite capable of 
storing the 1 million acre-feet plus of water needed to be stored initially by the 
project, Because of this fact the San Luis Dam site is a source. of conflict 
between proponents of the State project and those of the Federal project. 

As originally programed the Feather River project contemplated watér de- 
liveries to the so-called San Luis unit service area in the interests of economie 
operation ;. however, that programing was dropped at the insistence of the 
Westland’s Water District and other subsequent proponents of the Federal 
project to serve a projected San Luis area. Their reasoning was that they 
could get cheaper water or get water more rapidly through development of a 
Federal unit which would be part of the Central Valley project operated by 
the Federal Government with certain advantages of power usage and lack of 
interest requirement in ,repayment contracts. Proponents of the State plan 
very graciously consented to dropping these potential customers from the State 
plan but they-could not drop their insistence on the proposition that the State 
project would have to have, at least, equal aecess to the San Luis Dam site. 

In studying this conflict it was discovered that substantial money sayings 
would accrue both to the Federal and State Governments by joint participation 
in the construction and operation of not only the San Luis Dam but also the 
main-line egress canal to the south and other more minor joint-use facilities. 

It is for this reason that proponents of the Feather River project have taken 
the position before the committees of Congress concerned with authorization 
that no Federal authorization be granted which would allow preemption by the 
Federal Government of the main damsite to the exclusion of the State project. 

As of this moment this position can be spelled out in detail with respect ‘to 

to be contained in any San Luis project authorization. ‘This specific 
position is the compromise agreement I have referred to earlier. This com- 
promise was the binding agreement of a representative of California’s Governor, 
the two California Senators, Congressman Sisk, and myself, and representatives 
of San Luis, Kern County, and Los Angeles water interests, arrived at in a 
March 13 meeting attended by representatives of the Bureau of Reclamation. 

This compromise looks primarily and hopefully to agreement between the 
Federal and State Governments for coordinated construction and operation 
of described joint-use facilities including a reservoir and egress canal there- 
from. It does, however, cover the situation of undue delay in reaching ‘such 
agreement by permiting unilateral Federal progress after date of January 1962 
under two limited conditions. These conditions are the following: (1) That, 
in the event the January 1962 deadline for agreement has passed the Federal 
Government. may proceed but only if it. designs the joint-nse facilities and 
constructs the same so that they are later expandable to encompass the pur- 
poses of the State project; or (2) the Federal Government may proceed at any 
time to construct, in the absence of agreement, if the State has advanced 
its share of the cost of designing and constructing expendable joint-use facilities, 
in which event the State will acquire an irrevocable right to such expansion. 

As I have stated a joint Federal-State construction and operation of certain 
joint-use facilities for ‘the purpose of providing water to customers in separate 
service areas will be cheaper for both agencies in both the construction and 
operation phases and, therefore, I am certain that this project for Federal 
authorization will ultimately become a reality only on that basis. 

My final comment is that a Federal authorization for a joint Federal-State 
Project may be precedent breaking but it is certainly admirable. The ¢com- 
Plaint is often heard that too often local interests of various kinds seek hand- 
outs from the Federal Government for projects which could be handled locally. 
If tlie instance of the Feather River project we have an example of a State 
endeavoring to solve its own problems and asking only that the Federal Govern- 
Ment not disrupt its plans but rather serve as a partner in certain integral units 
to the mutual advantage of both parties. 
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- Senator Anperson. Mr. Gubser. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES 8S. GUBSER, A U.S. REPRESENTATIVE 
FROM CALIFORNIA 


Representative Gusser. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and 
members of the committee. I appreciate the opportunity to appear 
before you, realizing full well that your time is limited. Out of defer- 
ence to that fact .I shall not consume in excess of 3 minutes. 

My specific purpose in coming before you, Mr. Chairman, is to 

uest inclusion in this legislation of the wordage of section 5 in 
H.R. 302 which would authorize an extension of the service area of 
the San Luis project to include, through Pacheco tunnel, the counties 
of Santa Clara, San Benito, Santa Cruz, and Monterey. 

I might say, Mr. Chairman, that this was proposed in this morning’s 

session of the House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. The 
principal majority sponsor of the bill as well as Mr. Hosmer, the 
minority sponsor, both indicated in the public, hearings that. they 
were agreeable to the terms of section 5 and would be agreeable to 
having them included. 
. You have just heard the Governor of the State of California ex- 
press a similar feeling. I know full well that the committee is well 
acquainted with what this particular section would accomplish. And 
I see no reason in my taking up any more of your time except that I 
would ask the permission of the chairman merely to iitidhiod four 
persons who are here in behalf of this legislation and who would be 
qualified to answer any technical or legal questions that you might 
have, if I may do so. ) . 

Senator Anprrson. Go right ahead. 

Representative Gupsrr. I would like first to introduce Dr. George 
Sullivan, consulting engineer of the Tri-County Water District and 
dean emeritus of Santa Clara Engineering School. 

Senator Anpzerson. Gilad to see you again, Doctor. 

Representative Gusser. I would like to introduce Mr. Frank Polack, 
chairman of the board of directors of the Tri-County Water District; 
Mr. Francis Silliman, who is a director in the newly included Santa 
Cruz County portion of the Tri-County Water District and also chair- 
man of the Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors; and Mr. Albert 
Henley who is the attorney and legal counsel for the Tri-County 
Water Authority. 

Mr. Chairman, if you have any questions I should be delighted to 
try to answer them and perhaps these four gentlemen might assist me. 

Senator Anperson. Would you submit for the record the language 
which oe would like to have added? I know you identified the sec- 
tion of the House bill. Would you submit the language to us at 4 
later time? 

. Representative Gussmr. I would be glad to do that Mr. Chairman. 

(The information follows :) 

Seo. 5. The Secretary is authorized to provide Central Valley project service, 
by way of the Pacheco Tunnel route, to lands and municipalities in Santa Clara, 
San Benito, Santa Cruz, and Monterey Counties: Provided, That construction of 


the works to provide such service shall not be undertaken untill a report demon- 
strating their physical and economic feasibility has been completed, reviewed 
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by the State, and approved by the Secretary and by the Congress, and in no event 
prior to July 1, 1964, unless, in the meantime, the Governor of the State of 
California shall have notified the Secretary that the State approves the con- 
struction of such works by the United States. 


Senator AnpeRson. You gave us a fine statement of it a year or so 
ago. Since that time I had a chance to take a look at it myself. It 
looked like a sensible addition to the project that I for one would like 
to see in the bill. 

Representative Gusser. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator ANDERSON. Mr. Dominy. You better state your name for 


























: the record and what you do. 
f STATEMENT OF FLOYD E. DOMINY, ASSOCIATE COMMISSIONER OF 
n RECLAMATION, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
y, ° ° ° 
, Mr. Dominy. Mr. Chairman, I am Floyd E. Dominy, Associate 
6 Commissioner of the Bureau of Reclamation, Department of Interior. 
° At this point I will submit a prepared statement for the record that I 
y presented to the House committee on a similar bill. 
a (The statement referred to follows :) 
X- STATEMENT ON SAN. Luis Unit, CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT, BY ASSOCIATE 
Il COMMISSIONER OF RECLAMATION DOMINY 
id It is a pleasure to appear before your committee this morning to discuss the 
I proposed San Luis unit of the Central Valley project and the manner in which 
ur it fits into the overall California water plan for development of the water and 
he land resources of that State. Last year, at hearings before this committee, we 
made a detailed presentation of the San Luis unit. There have been no develop- 
ht ments in the intervening year that affect significantly the presentation. made 
last year. The prepared statements we have today cover much the same ground 
and bring up to date the information presented at that time, _We will be glad 
to go into these to whatever detail the committee may desire. 
ge I will not attempt a detailed description of the San Luis development in my 
nd testimony, as that is covered in the statement of Regional Director Bellport, who 
will follow me. 
On December 17, 1956, Secretary Seaton transmitted to the Congress for its 
information his report on the San Luis unit as an interim report, in advance of 
ck, recommendations for legislative action. He stated in that report that “negotia- 
ct; tions with the State of California concerning possible means of integrating the 
nta San Luis unit with the proposed Feather River project of the State are pro- 
‘ir- ceeding at the present time and their outcome will be instrumental in shaping 
rt the recommendations that this Department will make when authorizing legisla- 
e tion for the San Luis unit is considered by the Congress.” 
nty ' Following submission of this report to the Congress, numerous meetings were 
held with State, local, and congressional representatives concerning acceptable 
1 to Means of coordinating the proposed San Luis and Feather River developments. 
Within the past year our regional office has met several times with the Cali- 
6. Department of Water Resources looking toward the negotiation of defi- 
age hite terms of an agreement relating to the construction and operation of a joint 
sec- Feather River-San Luis project. These negotiations, however, are still in the 
it formative stage and considerable additional joint study will be required before 
final agreement can be reached. é 
meetings have disclosed that there are no major engineering obstacles to 
nan. coordination as the Bureau and State engineers are in general agreement as to 
the physical works required. The question of how coordination can. best be 
accomplished then is one involving policy rather than engineering considera- 
vice, tions. We believe that H.R. 301, with minor clarifying amendments, provides 
lara, a legislative framework within which the United States and the State of Cali- 
on of fornia can work out appropriate, mutually acceptable arrangements for con- 
mon- struction and operation of joint-use features and for an equitable sharing of 


- apaaiaieead the Department of the Interior recommends enactment of 
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_ The Central Valley project was first authorized by Congress to include Shasta 
and Keswick Dams and powerplants, the Delta Crosschannel, Contra Costa 
Canal, Delta-Mendota Canal and Friant Dam, Friant-Kern Canal, and Madera 
Canal. The project was reauthorized in 1940 to include distribution systems 
from the main canals. In October 1949, Congress reauthorized the project to 
include the American River features, and in 1950 to add the Sacramento River 
canals. In 1955 the Trinity River division of the project was reauthorized. 

The next large area with a critical immediate need for additional supplemental 
water supplies lies on the west side of the San Joaquin Valley, part of which— 
the San Luis area—is proposed for development under legislation now before the 
committee. 

In its relation to the Central Valley project the San Luis unit would be a 
further stage in the process of capturing winter waters in northern California 
and after meeting needs there, transferring the surplus to water-short areas 
to the south. This is the purpose of the irrigation features of the Central Valley 
project as planned by State and Federal agencies over the last 35 years. It hag 
been and is being planned and. constructed in stages to meet the needs of various 
localities as these needs develop, and at the same time, it is being designed to fit 
into plans for future use in other areas. The plans for the San Luis unit are an 
example of the way in which the existing project facilities can assist future ex- 
pansion of the project area. 

In addition to possible changes in the plan to accommodate full integration 
with the Feather River project, the Bureau of Reclamation has studied one in- 
portant change in the plan of development and operation of the San Luis unit 
to take advantage of the offer by the Pacifie Gas & BDlectric Co. to exchange 
energy on a more favorable basis than possible under present contracts. Studies 
show that under certain conditions it would be justifiable to invest additional 
funds for a forebay to the San Luis pumps and for enlargement of the capacity 
of those pumps to permit use of off-peak energy for pumping. This additional 
cost, coupled with the estimated cost of the original report plan indexed to pres- 
ent-day construction costs, results in a current estimated cost of the San Luis 
unit of $290,430,000, exclusive of distribution and drainage systems. Payout 
studies, based on this estimated cost and the present estimated cost of the Trinity 
River division, show that project costs can be fully returned during a 50-year re- 
payment period, either under all-Federal development or joint development of the 
Trinity River division, without increase in prevailing Central Valley project rates 
for either power or present water service. Surplus revenues would amount to 
more than $65 million under all-Federal development of the Trinity River divi- 
sion. Under joint development surplus revenue would total more than $200 
million. The distribution and drainage system costs are now estimated to be 
$192,650,000. These costs would be repaid by the local districts under separate 
contracts if constructed by the United States. 

Addition of the San Luis Unit to the Central Valley project will, of course, 
have an impact on our ability to provide electric power to preference agencies 
from the Central Valley project. if the Trinity power facilities are constructed 
by the Federal Government, the service to preference agencies would decrease 
from 650,000 kilowatts to 470,000 kilowatts. If the Trinity plants are con- 
structed by Pacific Gas & Electric Co., the service to preference agencies would 
drop from 400,000 kilowatts to approximately 290,000 kilowatts, the amount 
required to serve only the Sacramento Municipal Utility District and other minor 
eontracts. These decreases in service to preference agencies were, of course, 
taken into consideration in the payout demonstrations previously mentioned. 
Under either circumstance of Trinity power development we support approval 
of the San Luis unit. 

Much of the service area of the San Luis unit is now in large ownerships. 
Westlands Water District, which includes two-thirds of the entire San Luis 
water area, is mindful of the provisions of reclamation law with regard to acre 
age limitations in single ownerships. Members of that district, in appearing 
before your committee in May of 1956 and January 1958, indicated their willing- 
ness to comply with those provisions of reclamation law. However, the Southern 
Pacific Railroad Co. which owns approximately 120,000 acres of land in the serv- 
ice area, 65,000 of which are in the Westlands district, informed the Bureau of 
Reclamation by letter of October 1, 1956, that it was “not prepared to commit 
these lands for sale under the usual Bureau of Reclamation recordable contract, 
The company further stated that it neither sought nor expected any Federal 
subsidy in the form of 40-year, interest-free money, but was. willing to pay its fair 
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share of the irrigation benefits provided the capital and operating costs are such 
that the land and crops can afford to do’'so. The cémpany, however, in a state- 
ment presented to the Senate Interior Committee last March in hearings on 
§. 1887 indicated that if the Federal Government undertakes the San Luis unit 
it wishes to cooperate, recognizing that this might involve signing of recordable 
contracts. The legislation which we recommend be enacted requires compliance 
with the land limitation provisions of reclamation law. 

H.R. 301, in section 3, sets forth several provisions and principles to guide 
preparation of an agreement between the United States and the State of Cali- 
fornia for coordinated operation and joint use of the facilities of the San Luis 
unit. In many respects these provisions and principles contain the heart of the 
proposal for joint development. Among other things they contain safeguards to 
assure operation of the San Luis unit as planned to thus protect the Federal in- 
yestment du the repayment period. We regard such provisions as of basic 
importance to Federal participation in any joint development of the San Luis 
unit. 


Mr. Dominy. It is a pleasure to appear here before your committee 
in support of the pending legislation. 
I believe, Mr, Chairman, that a departmental report has been in- 
corporated in the record. 
do not think I should take the time of the committee to read the 


report. 

Drcciieins that since that report is on Senate 44 prior to the sug- 
gested amendments that Senator Kuchel proposed, that there is little 
to gain by reading that into the record at this point, I think I should 
follow your directive and speak more specifically to the bill as proposed 
for amendment. 

Senator Anprrson. Do you find that the amendments  PEnepans 
Senator Kuchel help to carry out’some of the recommendations made 
by the Department of Interior? 

Mr. Dominy. There is one amendment proposed in the departmental 

rt which recommended a change in language on a portion of the 

ill which has been changed by Senator Kuchel’s proposed amend- 
ment but the change as proposed by Senator Kuchel does not comport 
with the change proposed by the Department. In that regard—— 

Senator Anperson. We better have that as we go along now. 
sige Dominy. Very well, sir. In the Department’s report, and I 


In order to clarify certain of the provisions of the bill dealing with the sharing 
of costs, we suggest the following amendments for the committee’s considera- 


“1. In place of the sentence appearing in line 12, through 18 on page 2, sub- 
stitutes the following: ‘upon agreement by the State or some other public agency 
to equitably share the cost as later provided in this Act, those joint use facilities 
may be constructed initially either to permit future expansion or to the capacities 


moe to serve both the San Luis unit service area and the State’s service 


amnion Anperson. Are you going to comment on the language 
e 
ee eer. Yes, at I propose ha ae 

tor Anprerson. His language, I assume it is this language, 
“those joint use facilities shall be constructed so as to permit future 
éxpansion or shall be constructed” initially to the capacities neces- 
sary to serve both the Federal San Luis unit, service.area and the 
tate service area as hereinabove provided ? 
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I take it that ibis language is exactly what Congressman Hagen 
was talking about where the Government would go ahead and build 
it to the full capacity regardtess. 

Mr. Dominy. That is right, sir. In commenting I would like to 

int out that the connotation of the Department’s suggestions would 

eave this in the nen category oan than the explicit directive 
category as would be accomplished by Senator Kuchel’s language. 
It would also under the Department’s proposed language, the addi 
tional capacity would not, be built, or at least would not-be a require- 
ment or even a permissive point in the absence of agreement, with the 
State to pay their part of the additional cost. The language as pro« 
by Senator Kuchel would require as part of the authorization 
that if the Federal San Luis project is to be built that the capacity 
for the State participation would be put in the works. 

Senator Anperson. I think that would have a rough time, maybe, 
in the Congress. That is trying to tack on an awful burden, it woul 
Beem to me, Senator Kuchel, for which the Federal Government gets 
no recompense at any time. 

Mr. Dominy. That is not necessarily the case, Senator. 

Senator Anperson. Wait a minute. If you build it to large capac- 
ity and the State does not come in you have a lot of waste motion, 
have you not? 

Mr. Domrny. That is true, but I would like to point out that in 
the later section of the bill, whether or not the Secretary would go on 
and build the project in the absence of an agreement is left to his 
discretion. 

Senator Anperson. If he has a legislative mandate which says “he 
ea rae _ vor do not mean to tell me he is going to defy the 

0 you 
, Deaeeitr: The same bill reverses itself to this extent. This 
merely says if he built any Federal] project it shall have the capacity 
in it. Whether he builds any project or not is later modified to some 
extent by this same legislation. 

Senator Anprrson. Does it not mean, then, if we authorize the 
Federal project with this language in it that the Secretary has the 
authority not to build it at all? 

Mr. Domrny. In the absence of agreement with the State to pick 
up their equitable share of the total capacity, yes. 

Senator Anperson. Does not that merely say the people in the 
San Luis unit, that they do not get a project unless the Government 
gives them special $100 million donation? 

Mr. Dominy. It has some—— 

Senator Anprrson. T do not see where we got that language. The 
language in the bill last year was pretty obiod, I say frankly, Sena- 
tor Kuichel, that I would think this language would catise some people 
a little worry. 

Mr. Dominy. May I call your attention to the language that ap- 
pears a little later in the bill. It is—— | _ 

Senator Axperson, Spring may come a little late this year but just 
the same I do not like this provision at all. 

Mr. Domtny. It starts on the bottom of page 3 and reads: | 

The Secretary shall not commence construction of the San Luis unit, except 


for the preparation of designs and specifications and other preliminary W 
until the execution of such agreement between the United States and the State. 
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That agreement referring to equitable showing of costs. 
Senator Anprrson; Go right on, though. 

’ Mr. Dominy (continues reading) : 

if such agreement has not been executed by July 1, 1960, and if, after consulta- 
tion with the Governor; of the State, the Secretary determines that the prospects 
of reaching accord on the terms thereof are not reasonably firm, he may pro- 
ceed to construct and operate the San Luis unit in accordance with section 1 
of this Act. ¥ 

Senator Anprerson. Therefore, his option of the State does not come 
in—is either to build it the way the State wants it or not build it at all. 

Mr. Dominy. That is true, sir. 3 

Senator Anverson. That is the equivalent of a shotgun wedding, is 
it not ? 

Senator Kucnen. No. 

Senator Anperson. Why not? 

Senator Kucnet. Let us back up a little bit and see whether we can 
get precisely what. the intent was by which this word “may” was 
stricken. I think it lies in the desire of the people to have this joint 
construction, in case they wanted, it should be made clear that it would 
be mandatory upon the Secretary to proceed if the required prelimi- 
naries were satisfactory, and agreed to, by the State and the Secretary. 
I do not think that it is in the mind of anyone that that change was 
made to bind the Federal Government willy-nilly to build a 2,100,000 
acre reservoir and perhaps, Mr. Chairman, because I know the Depart- 
ment has recommended this bill now for the second time, perhaps the 
precise reason for that change in language might be given by one of 
the representatives of the State government ore tr wonder. if we 
might interrupt Mr. Dominy’s testimony to that extent. 

nator AnDerson. I do not know anything about in niceties but 
[still read the English language. They have to be built as a joint op- 
eration. If the State does not go into it then the Secretary of Interior 
shall consider whether he will or will not build it, if he decides he 
will build it, it has to be for the joint use of both the State and the 
Federal Government, whether the State puts up one nickel on the $400 
million project. 

You must know that that is what is designed to kill the bill, I 
would think. 

Senator Kucuen. Mr, Chairman, might Mr. Brody, a lawyer and 
assistant—— 

Senator Anperson. Mr. Brody, take the chair and go ahead. 

Senator Kucuei. Would you describe, Mr. Brody, what you under- 
stand to be the reason prompting this one change 


STATEMENT OF RALPH BRODY, DEPUTY DIRECTOR OF WATER 
RESOURCES DEPARTMENT OF CALIFORNIA 


_ Mr. Bropy. If I may before I do that, Senator, I would like to point 
out this entire sentence, and I think that perhaps we might throw some 
further light on this. 
_ Senator Anperson. You recognize as I do that we are dealing here 
With legislative intent. 
_ Mr. Bropy, Yes, sir. ; 
,.»enator ANDrRson. This is not a private conference, but a legisla- 
tive hearing. | , es 
. Bropy. Yes, sir. 





36 SAN LUIS UNIT, CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 


Senator Anprrson. The legislative language was one way in the 
bill. Now there is an amendment that strikes it out and snbstitites 
something else. 

Mr. Bropy. Yes, sir. , 

Senator Anperson, The courts have been called upon to construe it, 
and I always say to Senator Allott—I speak freely, not being a law- 
yer—the courts called on to construe this have to look to legislative 
intent, Why did they strike out the language that permitted the 

tary of the Interior to build it Federal Government size only if 
the State did not want to join? 

Mr. Bropy. The reason for that, Senator, was that initially they 
wanted to provide, with the desire to save the cost with respect to 
future expansion of the project, that the initial construction would 
be performed so as to permit future expansion, not to provide the 
additional capacity initially. If I may point to the specific language 
here—— 

Senator Anperson. Just a minute. You say that again. 

Mr. Bropy.. If you are constructing a reservoir which later is going 
to be enlarged, you can effect a considerable saving by providing for 
that enlargement initially in initial construction. 

Senator Anperson. You can build it bigger in the bill 

Senator Kucueu. No. 

Mr, Bropy. We are talking about foundation structures and other 
related matters, sir. 

Senator Anperson. Precisely. 

Mr. Brony. Without providing the additional storage capacity. 

If I may refer to the language in that connection, I think I can 
clarify it. in that context. 

The sentence itself states: “Those joint-use facilities shall be con- 
structed so as to permit future expansion” and then later after the 
stricken portion is eliminated it provides another alternative and it 
states, “or shall be constructed initially to the capacities necessary 
to serve both the Federal San Luis service area and the State service 
area as hereinafter provided.” The “as hereinafter provided” is cov- 
ered in the portion of the act in section 3 which requires that before 
the ultimate capacity can be provided there must be an ement 
between the State and the Federal Government so that the initial 
portion of the sentence to which I refer merely refers to the provision 
of construction which will permit future expansion. ; 

And then at any point of time that the Secretary of the Interior 
provides the additional capacity there must. then be in existence s 
contract. between the State and the Federal Government. 

Senator Anpzrson, You think that what is in section 1 modifies 
what is in section 2 or what does it modify? : 

Mr. Bropy. I think what is in séctions 2 and 8 limits what is stated 
in section 1. 

‘ ates Kucue.. That was your intention when the language was 
changed j 

Mr. Bropy, Yes, sir. That at any time that the full ape” © 
provided if the State is to avail itself of that, that there must be 4 
contract in existence between the State and the Federal Government. 

Senator Anpzrson. Am I wrong on this question I asked a moment 
ago about the canal? Does it follow one route if it is for both? One 
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route for Federal and a different route for both? Am I wrong, Mr, 
Banks? Did I not fly over and see where the canal went. further up 
the hill if it is a joint project than the other would? Did you not 
go through the whole area full of volcanic ash there? They admitted 
construction is gong to be extremely expensive and that accounts ‘for 
additional $100 million or $50 million or $60; million that is going to 
0 into it. 

; Mr. Bropy. Senator Anderson, we have two catials concerned here 
in this area. We have the one shown in red which would be jointly 
used by the Bureau and by the State in transporting water. Then 
there is a branch canal, called the Pleasant Valley Canal, which 
would be solely used by the Bureau for service. But as far as the 
transport of water in the main canal, San Luis, to this point, or be- 
tween the State and the Bureau of Reclamation, it would be in this 
canal as shown here, a jointly used transportation facility.. The 
Bureau would pump out of this from this canal into a higher canal to 
serve some of the higher lands, what is called the Pleasant Valley 
Canal. The State will have to build another canal. 

Senator Anperson. I am not talking about that one. I know the 
Tracy pumping plant and the rest of that story. 

Mr. Dominy...I wonder, Senator Anderson, if you have reference to 
a fact that the State would have to build a second canal that parallels 
our Delta-Mendota Canal? 

Mr. Bropy. Yes. 

Mr. Dominy. I think that is what the Senator has. reference to. 
There will be a second canal there. 

Mr, Bropy. There will be a jointly used canal from this point to 
this point here as far as the main canal is concerned. ‘That is where 
tg mnajor savings come in as between the joint effort. 

. Dominy. But there is notsufficient capacity in the. Delta- 
Mendota Canal so there will be a Feather River aqueduct built. from 
the delta higher up on the hill. 

Mr. Bropy. That is correct. 

Mr. Dominy. From there to the San Luis Reservoir. I think that 
is the canal you have reference to, Senator. 

mator Anprrson. No; it is not. I am sorry, 

Will you state then for the record, Mr. Banks, that if the San Luis 
project is built as a joint State-Federal project, the red line canal, 
which is down there, will haye just, the same capacity, under that 
project as it will if it is only a Federal project ? 

It is not my understanding that that is correct. 

Mr. Bropy. No. If I in any way implied that I am por 
Senator Anperson. That is what I am talking about. y have 
been showing me in order to get the capecity on thet red line that you 
moved it back farther up the bank. It goes, and I could take you to 
it, to a place that erodes back a little bit in which there is volcanic 
ash and has additional money to it as I understand it, if it is a joint 
occupation. 

T am a find out if the langtiage of this bill would require 
the Federal ernment to put in the foundations for the dam which 
ate extremely expensive, stretch all the capacity out, and then i 
raise the dam only 200 feet, let’s say, where it might go 300 feet if we 
had the total bel of it. When you get to that, then we are going to 
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ask the Bureau of Reclamation what the relative share of the Fed- 
eral Government is going to be on that type of construction. 
We will now hear from Representative Sisk. 


STATEMENT OF HON. B. F. SISK, A U.S. REPRESENTATIVE FROM 
THE 12TH DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Sisx. Mr. Chairman, I deeply appreciate this opportunity to 
make a statement to your committee on the San Luis unit of the Cen- 
tral Valley project.. This project involves irrigation of a sizable part 
of the district I represent as well as the hopes of the entire State of 
California for a start toward solving its complex north-south water 
transmission problems. 

It is indeed fortunate that as the Representative of the immedi- 
ately affected district, I have been privileged to work together with 
the two Senators from California, the Honorable Thomas H. Kuchel 
and the Honorable Clair Engle, on this legislation. Thus there is 
agreement between my State’s distinguished Senators on both sides 
of the aisle, and four other Representatives from California and I 
have introduced a bill identical to theirs in the House. 

Other witnesses far better qualified than I will present the engi- 
neering facts and the financial and economic values of the project. 
While these are important and basic, I would like to point out that 
they are not the ultimate values with which the Nation is concerned 
in carrying forward the reclamation program. We are not merely 
trying to irrigate land or create crops or reclaim desert, except as 
these enterprises may be used as tools to promote the welfare of the 
people of the United States, to provide them with homes and busi- 
nesses, to improve their opportunity to make a living and raise their 
families and enjoy the freedoms and opportunities of America. 

It is with these human valués of the San Luis project that I am pri- 
mney concerned. As a member of the House Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs, I know that your committee will want to know 


the answer to this question: What is it going to do for Perie and 


will the people of the United States benefit directly and in 
if this project is built? 

I am going to direct your attention briefly to some of the human 
values involved in the San Luis legislation which is before you. 

As of 1950, and there has not been great change since then, the San 
Luis service area had about 22,500 residents in a strip 65 miles long 
and 13 miles wide on the western side of the San Joaquin Valley. 
Some 10,500 people live in the rural areas and another 12,000 in three 
small cities in. or adjacent to the service area. The people of these 
towns have struggled hard and effectively to improve their com- 
munities, but even they admit. there is much to be desired in the way 
of business and community facilities. 

“What do they face in the future if this project is not provided? 
Much of the cultivated land which is the basis of their econom 
revert to desert. They will have to leave and.seek livings and homes 
elsewhere, for without water, they will have no jobs and no businesses. 
This will be a desert in the middle of the finest and most productive. 
agricultural area on the face of the earth, starved out of existence by: 
lack of water. 


irectly 
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But if San Luis is built, according to careful studies, the present 
population of the area will almost quadruple. There will be 27,000 
farm residents, 30,700 rural nonfarm residents, and 29,800 city dwel- 
lers; in all, 87,500 people sharing the roductivity and the bounty of 
fertile lands blossoming with an ample supply of San Luis water. 

Why will this land support four times as many people if this 

roject is built? Because it is inevitable and historic that under the 
impact of reclamation laws, as well as the economics of farm man- 
agement and operation, these lands will break down into family-size 
units, each cultivated by individual owners and their families, a scale 
of farm operation which is largely impossible under present conditions 
of high costs and water uncertainty. Without an assured water sup- 
ply, as you must realize, our lands cannot be operated in units which, 
with water, would provide a family living. 

Recent surveys show that the land proposed to be irrigated is now 
in 1,050 ownerships. These studies show that with San Luis built, 
there will be 6,100 farms, nearly a sixfold increase. And in the 
breaking up of farms to family-size units, antispeculation and other 
provisions of the reclamation laws will assure fair prices. 

Today the main crops are grain and cotton, which lend themselves 
to larger scale farming operations, with a minor acreage of irrigated 
field and truck crops. ith San Luis built, studies show, the em- 
phasis will shift to truck crops, field crops, alfalfa, fruits and grapes 
and irrigated pasture. I believe production of surplus crops will 
decrease. I need not remind you gentlemen who are concerned with 
surpluses in crops your aréas raise, that such a shift would be helpful 
to your people and to the Nation. 

t takes money to support families. It takes farm income to pay 
the grocer and the hardware merchant and to clothe and feed and 
educate children. It takes money to provide the income taxes that 
keep our Government operating. How will San Luis affect the in- 
come of the area and the tax base of the Nation? 

The productivity of this land is fantastic, with water. Even today, 
at_great cost and with an uncertain water supply, the area is pro- 
ducing crops with a gross yearly value of about $50 million. The net 
value of course is much smaller. Falling water tables, increased ex- 

hse, and the eventual impossibility of farming large acreages, make 
it inevitable that, without San Luis, this production will be rapidly 
pinched off. Without San Luis, it is figured, long-term net farm 
income would be reduced to $8,173,000 a year. This amount simply 
could not support the economy of the area. It would wither. People 
would be forced to leave. Not more than 150,000 acres could be 
farmed out of over 400,000 potentially productive acres. I think you 
will join me in the feeling this would be a tragic and inexcusable 
waste of our resources. 
nat can we expect with San Luis built? Instead of a net of 
$8,173,000 a: year, without the project, we would have a net farm 
income of $35,216,000 a year ‘with the project.’ As production and 
farm income and population grow beside San Luis canals, new serv- 
les and businesses will spring up and‘ nearby towns will prosper. 
Shipping will increase, locally and in major centers of the State and 
Nation.. In'addition to the direct benefits, secondary benefits to the 

ion are figured’ at’ $27,632,000 annually, and that will flow into 
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every district of the United States, and help people there, too. 

California’s people all over the State will receive additional benefits 
in lesser costs for the statewide water system, because this proposal 
offers true Federal-State cooperation in the maximum development 
of our water resources for the benefit of all the people. : 7 

The people of the city of Coalinga will for the first time get a 
potable domestic water supply. In the past, drinking water has cost 
these people the incredible price of $2,150 an acre-foot. There are 
some important incidental benefits, too. People in a dry land will 
have the opportunity for water sports and family recreation. 

As we sit in Congress considering these matters and trying to serve 
the people of our districts and the Nation, we are concerned with more 
homes, more farms, more businesses, and more opportunities for the 
people making up our rapidly expanding population. We are seek- 
ing to make our great land resources available to provide more and 
better living for more people. This, I believe is the real and ulti- 
mate goal of the reclamation policy laid down by Congress more than 
a half century ago, not merely to irrigate land and produce crops. 

With all the sincerity and depth of conviction .I possess, I say I 
know of no project which more admirably and directly fits the pur- 
pone and objectives of our national reclamation policy than does the 

an Luis unit of the Central Valley project. I ask your sympathetic 
consideration and agreement. 


STATEMENT OF HARVEY 0. BANKS, CALIFORNIA WATER 
RESOURCES DEPARTMENT 


‘Mr. Banxs. For the record, it is proposed that the canal, which is 
shown in red on this chart under the joint Federal-State venture, 
would be used jointly by the Bureau of Reclamation to service its 
service area and by the State in the transport of water from San Luis 
southward to its service area lying south of the Federal service area. 

Senator Anpgrson. Will it be the same size? 

Mr. Banks. No. Under the joint venture it will not. 

Senator Anperson. What has to be built under the language of this 
aet as you now have it, if the Secretary is going to build it as a Fed- 
eral project, he still, under the language of this act, has to build that 
canal deeper, with ali of the rest of the things that go along with it, 
does he not ? 

Mr. Banxs. I must admit, Senator, that I am not a lawyer. 

Senator Kucnen, What is the intent? 

Mr. Banxs. The intent is that the dam itself, the pumping plant 
and this canal, would be so constructed as to permit future enlarge- 
ment. If I may amplify as to why that should be done, irrespective 
of whether or not the State does come into the picture, it is this: If the 
State does not, the time will come when water will have to be trans- 
ported south, probably by the Bureau of Reclamation at that time 

_ It has always seemed to us that it would be in the public interest in 
any event to so construct these facilities so that. they can be enlargt 


and the service area expanded at such time as seems necessary, I> - 


Pugpectine of anything the State may or may not do. 
Anpzrson, Do not misunderstand me Mr. Banks. I am 


very much in favor of this being built as a joint project. As you 
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know, I am stanchly in favor of going ahead with the project. ‘There 
is no question about that. ' 

But I do think, since are going ‘to be dealing with Federal 
money, that you have to find out what the meaning of this language 
js, and I cannot read this except to say that it will cost the Federal 
Government a sum which I hope the Bureau of Reclamation will 


supply. 

But if it is less than $50 million or $60 million, I would be greatly 
surprised. Can you estimate what it is going to take to put the foun- 
dations for the San Luis project in at the full size they would have 
for a full project; how much extra it will be to build this canal at the 
full size it would be as a State project as compared to what it will be 
if it is strictly a Federal project ? 

Is that where you get the difference between $280 million and $400 
million ? é 

Mr. Dominy. To the ultimate capacities, the cost’ is in the range 
of $292 million for the Federal project, and something over $400 
million, for the combined project with full capacity there, Mr. Chair 
man. 

Senator ANperson. That extra $100 million is not for right-of-way, 
is it? 

Mr. Dominy. No, sir. It is for additional capacity, including addi- 
tional right-of-way. 

Senator O’Manoney. Mr. Chairman, may I interrupt? 

Perhaps I should hesitate to admit that Tam a lawyer. The chair- 
man is doing very well not being a lawyer in lis interrogation of the 
witnesses. I have, for the first time, read the amendment which is 
proposed to this biil. 

In order to clarify the discussion, I should like to have its mean- 
ing explained by the witness, the witnesses who support the amend- 
ment. The original bill: before the amendment reads as follows, and 
Iam reading from page 2, beginning at line 8: 

The work (hereinafter referred to as joint-use facilities) for joint use with 
the State of California (hereinafter referred to as the State) shall be the dam 


and reservoir at or near the San Luis site, forebay and afterbay pumping plants, 
and the San Luis Canal. Those joint-use facilities— 


this was the original language— 


Those joint-use facilities may be constructed to permit future expansion and, 
upon agreement by the State or some other public agency, to equitably share 
the cost as later provided in this Act shall either be so constructed or shall be 
constructed initially to the capacities necessary to serve both the San Luis area 
and the State service area. 


The amendment strikes out the word “may” in line 13 and inserts 
the word “shall,” inserts the words “so as” after the word constructed, 
and before the infinitive “to permit.” 

; on the same line 13, after “expansion,” strike out. this 


and upon agreement by the State or some other public agency to equitabl 
share the costs ‘as later provided in this Act shall either be bo slibptrorted ie 


be constructed initially to the capacities necessary to serve both the S 
Luis unit service area and the State service area. be 


So it is clear that from that sentence there were alternative methods 
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“may” and inserting the word “shall.” The amended sentence reads 
as follows: 
Those joint-use facilities shall be constructed so as to permit future expansion. 


Then the first contingency is dropped, the first alternative method 
is dropped, and only one method is left— 
so as to permit future expansion, or shall be constructed initially to the capaci- 
ties necessary to serve both the San Luis unit service area and the State service 
area. 

Senator Kucueu. Add the rest of the sentence, though. 

Senator O’Manoney. I have read to the period at the end of the 
sentence. 

Senator Anperson. The words “as hereinafter provided” comes 
down there, but does not mean anything to me. 

. Senator O’Manonrry. When you put a period at the end of a sen- 
tence, a lawyer would ask for a construction of the sentence. 

Senator Anperson. They added words, Senator, “as hereinafter 
provided.” 

Senator O’Manoney. I see. And the word “Federal” is left out 
there, too. 

Senator AnpEerson. Yes. It leaves these alternatives: You have to 
build it so as to permit future expansion, which means foundations 
and everything else, or you have to do the whole thing at one time 
in the final capacity. 

It is not the same alternative you had originally, at all. 

Senator O’Manoney. The insertion of the word “shall” was in- 
tended to make it obligatory. What was the objection to striking 
out the clause— 


and upon agreement by the State or some other public agency to equitably share 
the costs as later provided in this Act shall either be so constructed? 


That is the end of the clause that was eliminated. Why was that 


ro 

Mr Bropy. The purpose of that deletion, sir, was to eliminate the 
necessity for an agreement prior to the time that the Secretary com- 
menced construction; that the agreement would be a condition pre- 
cedent to the State’s ability to participate in the project or to enlarge 
the project at a later date. 

Senator O’Manoney. So that it is, as you now testify, designed to 
make it possible for the Federal Government to begin the work for 
the expanded project before there is an agreement with the State? 

Mr. Bropy. As to the possibility of providing that type of con- 
struction which can later be wltes ; yes, sir. 

Senator O’Manoney. So it is clearly a design to authorize the 
Federal Government to build this project without any definite agree- 
ment in advance that the State will cooperate? 

Mr. Bropy. But not as to its ultimate capacity, sir. Only so as to 
permit the initial features, to ee future expansion. 

Senator Anperson. What he is trying to say is if you are going to 
built an office building, you can build it with foundations to carry 
it up to 12 stories, but you only have to build it one story. Some of 
us know that costs a little more than if you decide td build a one- 
story building. That is the situation here. 
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You are pacing the Federal Government to lay out from $50 million 
to $75 million, I would think—but the Bureau of Reclamation will 
tell us what it is—without any hope of reward. If the State finally 
decides to come in, fine; but if it does not, there sits the Federal Gov- 
ernment with massive foundations that it does not need, with canals 
larger than it can ever utilize, and all they have is the fact that the 
State has decided not to come in. 

Senator Kucuet. Senator, that is not so. 

Senator ANDERSON. You show me where it is not so. You read it 
so it is not so. We can both read it. We know that is so, exactly. 

Senator Kucuex. But the Senator, when he made that last state- 
ment, said that the money which the Federal Government would 
expend for a type of underpinning that would permit expansion 
would be wasted money. That simply is not so. I think Mr. Dominy 
from the Bureau of Reclamation will—— 

Senator Anperson. Let any engineer testify that wants to. If you 
build foundations bigger than you need, build the canal larger tees 
mene to carry the water and properly secured, you waste money; 
at least I think you do. 

Do you not, Mr. Dominy? The fact that it is Federal money when 
you throw it away, it is still wasted ; is it not? 

Senator O’Manoney. Mr. Chairman, you are doing so well I hate 
to interrupt you, but I want to get the language into the record. 

Senator Kucuen. If I may interrupt, Senator O’Mahoney, I will 
stop. Our good friend made a statement, and I know he feels it is 100- 
percent accurate, but it is not. I want to go back. I recognize that 
this legislation is not going to move unless the chairman is con- 
vinced that it isin the public interest. I mean that. 

So far as that extra money thing is concerned, it can be cleared up 
and it will be cleared up. Now, Senator, you go ahead and then we 
will get back. 

Senator O’Manoney. I do want to clear this up. 

Now, bear in mind it has been agreed by the witness here that sec- 
tion 1 has been amended so as to put the mandatory “shall” into the 
directive instead of the permissive “may” and so as to eliminate the 
prior requirement for an agreement by the State. 

Go now to page 3 of the printed bill, section 2, to page 8 of the type- 
written, amended Fill, line 6. We have a sentence that reads as fol- 
lows, and this is in both bills: 

The Secretary shall not commence construction of the San Luis unit except 
for the preparation of designs and specifications and otber preliminary work, 


_ execution of such an agreement between the United States and the 


There is a negative directive. 
But if such an agreement has not been executed by July 1, 1960— 
and this is amended now to January 1, 1962— 


and if, after consultation with the Governor of the State, the Secretary deter- 
mines that the prospects.of reaching accord on the terms thereof are not reason- 
ably firm, he may proceed to construct and operate the San Luis unit in accord- 
ance with section 1 of this Act. 


But Section 1 ‘has been amended. Section 1, as amended, is the 
me which makes. it mandatory upon the Secretary to build the en- 
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larged canal. Under section 1 as originally introduced, the Secretary 
eae proceed only upon an agreement with the State on the enlarged 
acility. 

Now, as amended, the Secretary must proceed, although the agree 
ment has not been made, and then if he finds that there cannot be 
an agreement, he may build the projectas provided:in section 1. But 
the provision in section 1 which was contained there, when the lan- 
guage of section 2 was written, has been removed. , 

As it comes before us now, it clearly means that the Secretary shall 
build the enlarged canal whether or not he gets an agreement with 
the State. Is that not a correct interpretation of this language? If 
that is not what you want, I think you better change it, Senator. 

Senator Kucne.. May [ make a comment? 

Senator O’Manonrey. Surely. 

Senator Kucueu. There are going to be constantly increasing water 
needs, Senator, in the San Joaquin Valley. There are going to be 
increasing water needs in southern California. 

I think Mr. Dominy and the Bureau of) Reclamation will indicate 
what my recollection is, as indicated to Senator Anderson, Senator 
Watkins, and myself last year, that it would be in the public interest 
to construct the reservoir at San Luis in a fashion that would permit 
additional storage because if the people in the State of California, 
the State government and the conservancy districts, were unable to 
agree, and if a: complete impasse were reached where no State activity 
would take place, I: believe the Bureau of: Reclamation would tell 
you that the Department of the Interior would recommend feasible 
reclamation projects for the lower part of the San Joaquin which 
would require the storage capacity of the San Luis Reservoir, and to 
that extent it would, be in public interest no matter from what 
source supplemental water were subsequently to come; it: would be in 
the public interest to have the reservoir built in a capacity: to permit 
future enlargement. 
jou en shes not the indication that the Bureau gave us last year, Mr. 

mainy ¢ 

Mr. Domiyy. There has been some exploratory work done along 
that line; yes, sir. 

Senator Anprerson, Mr. Dominy, did you tell me when we started 
to, build. the Glen Canyon Dam we. would have said, “Look, we want 
to build the Bridge Canyon Dam and four or five others, and we 
will build them all now. even though Congres has not. approved them 
because someday somebody would, want. them.” 

Do, you mean. that you would build that dam large enough to take 
care of something that has not been approved by the Con of 
the President of the United States? Is that your testimony 

Mr. Dominy. No, sir. 

Senator Anperson. I did not think it was. 

Senator Kucue.. Here is what the Senator and this committee 
said in, writing when this bill was reported:a year ago. » I quote from 
page 6 of the San Luis unit report, if the Senator please. I quote 
as follows: 

That with or without an agreement with the State, the San Luis unit reservoir 
and other facilities should be designed to provide an ultimate storage capacity 


of at least 2 million acre-feet even though only about one-half of that volume is 
required for the San Luis unit area. 
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and continuing to paragraph 7 of the report that this committee ap- 
proved last year— | 
that the Congress should go to every extent possible to encourage the State of 
California to place itself in a position for the San Luis unit to be integrated with 
the State water plan, but California itself must compose its differences in order 


to pave the way for this desired result. In the event State integration should 
fail, the eventual extension of the San Luis service to the Avenal Gap— 


and that is down south, I will say to the Senator, in Kern County— 
to the southward appears desirable. 
Then on page 10: 


Estimated Federal capital construction costs of the San Luis unit total $290,- 
430,000. Included in the total item is an item of $10,814,000 for the added cost 
of making provision for doubling the capacity of San Luis Reservoir through 
additional basic footings and other features. Construction of distribution and 
drainage system is authorized, but provision is recognized for the probable 
construction of these facilities by local interests. 

Senator Anperson. I think I can go right along with:that. 

Senator Kucuegt. ‘That is what we just said, 

Senator Anprerson., No. 

Senator Kucuet. Where is there a difference? 

Senator AnpErson. One says “design” and the other says “design 
and construct.” The Joint Committee on Atomic Energy wrestled 
a long time, with the design for a gas-cooled reactor, but the Bureau 
of the Budget decided not to construct it. I know the difference if 
nobody else does, 

I just want to say to my, good friend from California that I do not 
question the desirability of going on with something else, but I also 
say to'you that when you put into the bill that the only alternative, if 
you are going to construct it, is to construct it with a canal big enough 
to carry the whole load of the Federal and State project, and the foot« 
ings big enough for the whole dam, you are adding a lot to'the bill. 

nator Kucuex. That is not what you said and what I said a 
year ago. 

Senator Anperson. Yes. $10 million does not begin to cover it. 

Senator Kucuzn.,That is what we indicated in our report last year 
and which the staff prepared for us. 

. Senator Awperson. I think the Senator from California prepared 
it. Hedida fine job. He filed it. 

Senator Kucuen. No; I did not prepare it. 

: Senator Anperson. Can we have your testimony, Mr. Dominy, if 
$10 million more would cover the cost of what they have in this 
amendment ? 

Mr. Dominy.’ I would like to go on with what I had proposed toadd 
before this very enlightening discussion took place. 

In all seriousness, Senator Anderson, the reason I brought up this 
point was because the official report of the Department recom- 
mended something quite different than what is now in the bill that 

committee is, considering. 1 

I want you to know that I participated in the conference with all 
of the various interests of the State which resulted in the language 
which Senator Kuchel has proposed here today as an amendment to 
Senate bill 44,'. I have not, however, had time to clear this amended 

with my superiors in the Department of the Interior, nor 
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have we had time to present it to the Bureau of the Budget and get 
a final position of the administration of this new language. 

This is a very significant point. In all honesty, here is my judg- 
ment as to what this language does. I think it means that in the ab- 
sence of agreement, to go ahead on the combined Feather River proj- 
ect of the State of California, and the Federal San Luis project as a 
joint undertaking, that the Federal project will not be built without 
additional consideration in Congress. 

You notice that it says the Secretary “may.” But he has to submit 
his plans to the Con ; it has to lay before the committees for 90 
days. He would still have to go before the Appropriations Commit- 
tee to get money. 

In all honesty, I do not think the project would be built under this 
directive in the absence of an agreement with the State to share 
equitably in the costs of the joint project. 

Senator Anperson. Do you believe that the Federal project is a 
feasible project? 

Mr. Dominy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Anperson. Then why would it not be built if the Congress 
authorized it and the President said to go ahead ? 

Mr. Dominy. Because under this language it is tied in with a joint 
construction of the Feather River project of the State. I think that 
is highly desirable. I think the Feather River project ought to be 
built. The Governor has testified that he is stron ty in support of 
it, that he expects to exert his not inconsiderable influence in carrying 


forward the State’s portion of this joint plan, which is really what 
we are considering here. 
I am prepared to recommend to the ees and I hope that he 
the 


will join me in recommending to the Bureau of the Budget, the accept- 
ance of this language, because it represents the combined agreement of 
all of the interests of the State of California interested in this very 
worthwhile development. 

en Anverson. What do you think the extra costs are going to 


Mr. Domrny. I don’t think there will be any extra cost. When we 
get the agreement, it will be a saving to the Federal Government. 

Senator Anprrson. If the State goes ahead. If the State does not 
go ahead, what will the extra cost be? 

Mr. Domriny. In that case, I have already said I doubt very seri- 
ously if this Federal project would be built under this authority. I 
think it would have to come back and have further consideration. 

Senator Anperson. You have a concept of what full right the 
Bureau of Reclamation has. Do you not recognize that if the Con- 
gress says the Federal San Luis project shall be built, and the Presi- 
dent signs that, that the Bureau of Reclamation does not have veto 
power over the President and the Congress? 

Mr. Dominy. I humbly call to your attention that the bill further 
modifies that in sections 2 and 3 to say that he may build it in the 
absence of agreement, and in saying that he may build it, it requires 
— 4 5 is his report to Congress and it lies before the committees 

or ) 

I say that there is ample time for the Congress and others, including 
the Appropriations Committee, to make the final decision. 
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Senator Anprrson. Show me again where he may build it. 

Mr. Dominy. It is in the language of both bills. It is in section 2, 

Senator O’Manoney. That is the language I was reading, 

Senator Anperson. I do not so read it at all, He may build it in 
accordance with one thing. But the previous order says he shall build 
it. You tell me where he gots authority to thumb his nose at the 
Congress :and the President? You show me that in the bill. 

. Dominy. You and I share one thing, Senator Anderson; I am 
not a lawyer either. 

Senator Anperson. We both read the English language. 

Mr. Dominy. Yes, sir. And it says the Secretary— 

‘shall not commence construction of the San Luis unit except for the preparation 
of designs and specifications and other preliminary work until the execution of 
such an agreement between the United States and the State. 

‘The agreement. referred to there is an equitable sharing of costs be- 
tween the Federal Government and the State. 

Senator ANnperson. We got into a big argument with another 

ublic official one time because he a the law to the proviso and 

mere out the rest of it. It says “but”. 
r. Dominy (reading) : 

But if such an agreement has not been executed by January 1, 1962, and 
if after consultation with the Governor of the State the Secretary determines 
that the prospect of reaching accord and the terms thereof are not reasonably 
firm, he may proceed to construct and operate the San Luis unit in accordance 
with section 1. 

Senator Anperson. What was he ordered to do in section 1? 

Mr. Domuny. He is ordered to build it with the capacity. But 
now it says he may proceed. I leave it to my good friend, Senator 
O'Mahoney, who is a great constitutional lawyer, to clear up the 
point as to whether that does not modify the directive of “shall” 
in the first section. 

Senator O’Manonry. He may proceed without an agreement with 
the State. Does not this amendment clearly mean one thing—that 
the drafters of it were preparing for the contingency that the State 
would not agree? 

Senator Anperson. That is right. 

Senator O’Manoney. The testimony this morning all indicated that 
the State would agree. Why can we not put the bill in that form? 
a pene that we ought to build this joint project, State and 

eral. 

The Governor testified this morning that he is confident a bond issue 
will be made, and that the legislature will agree. He counted the 
noses. There seems to be complete agreement that the State of 
California was going to go along with a vast program ‘of water 
development. I was delighted to hear that testimony. 

California will be the leading State in population and in industrial 
peeeaction in all probability when we make. this water available. 

ou have a lot of Members of Congress in both Houses who are quite 
willing to cooperate with you, but when you come in with an amend- 
ment which clearly obviates the necessity for an agreement with the 
State at the beginning, you raise questions. 

Mr. Bropy. ‘Vay I make an observation, Senator? 

Senator O’Manoney. Surely. 
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Mr. Bropy. The purpose in ene the amendment was simpl 
this. It was not to require the Secretary of the Interior, nor db 
believe it had the effect of requiring the Secretary of the Interior, 
to proceed ‘with construction in the absence of an agreement with 
the State of California. 

But the effect of the document now, as I understand it, as it was 
intended to be, was that if he did proceed with construction, then 
in that event he must then provide, in the absence of an agreement, 
if he proceeds with construction, he must proceed— 

Senator O’Manoney. Let us read section 1 again. You are using 
the draft of the amendment? 

Mr. Bropy. Yes. 

Senator O’Manoney. The last sentence on page 1 begins with the 
word “those.” Do you find it? 

‘Mr. Bropy. Yes, sir. 
Senator O’Manonzy (reading): 


| Those joint-use facilities shall be constructed so as to permit future expansion, 
ope 


there is either “or’”— 


shall be constructed so as to permit future expansion, or shall be constructed 
initially to the capacities necessary to serve both the Federal San Luis unit 
service area and the State service area as hereinafter provided. 

Now, is that not.a plain, direct order to construct this project so 
that it will be capable of being expanded to include the State project 
if the State project should ever be built, should ever be agreed to! 

Mr. Bropy: That is correct, sir, with one qualification which I 
would submit. | 
» Senator O’Manoney. What is that? : 

Mr: Bropy: If we turn to page 8 of the typewritten draft, in the 
sixth line, there is a limitation which says that the Secretary shail 
not commence. construction except upon the meeting of certain condi- 
tions. I respectfully submit—— 

Senator O’Manongy. He begins with the preparation of designs 
and specifications and other preliminary work until the execution of 
an agreement. But if we go on, it says if the Secretary determines 
that the prospects of reaching accord on the terms thereof are not 
reasonably firm, he may proceed to construct and: operate the San 
Luis unit in accordance with section 1 of this act. But section 1 of 
the act you have changed. 

Mr. Daten But I would submit, sir, that by applying the unate 
in: both sections of the bill, the permissive nature of the, words “ 


ma 29 

cohen O’Mauoney. Do. you not agree that you are dealing now 
only —_ a project which contains these two. alternatives and these 
onl 


Mr. Bropy. Yes, sir. If he builds anything, 

Senator O’Manoney. If he builds anything, it must be such & 
project as to permit future expansion, or it must be constructed initi- 
all the capacities necessary to serve both of the units. 

Mr. Bropy. Yes, sir. : 

Senator O’Manongy. That is the only. thing he.can build. 

Mr. Bropy. If he builds at all; yes. 

Senator O’Manonsy. If he builds at all. 
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Now, the proviso on page 3 says that. if the Secretary. so. deter- 
mines, that is to say, that there is not going to be an agreement, “he 
shall report thereon to the Congress, and shall not commence con- 
struction for 90 days.” That is only 3 months. 

It reads— 

Ninety days from the date of his report. In considering the prospects of reach- 
ing accord on the terms of the agreement, the Secretary shall give substantial 
weight to any relevant, affirmative action theretofore taken by the State, in- 
cluding the enactment of State legislation authorizing the State to acquire and 
convey to the United States title to lands to be used for the San Luis Unit, or 
assistance given by it in financing Federal design and construction of the unit. 

Now, I ask you: Why would it not be possible to draft this bill 
as it was originally designed, so that it would be contingent—that is 
to say, for the double unit construction—it would be contingent upon 
an agreement with the State? 

Your answer may be it is desirable—and this, I think, is Senator 
Kuchel’s answer—it is desirable to have the Federal Government, build 
the project in such a form that at anytime in the future, if the State 
does not agree now, it may later come in and agree and then you 
may add the State unit. 

Mr. Bropy. That is precisely what we had in mind, Senator. 

Senator O’Manonzy. . Well, that is the issue. 

Senator Kucuex. If a language change could eliminate what my 

ood friend, Senator O’Mahoney, calls the issue, I think everyone in 
t S — who is a party to the legislation would want the language 
changed. 

I Ranactiully s st to my colleague that there is no fundamental 
issue here. On the language if Senator O’Mahoney will take a look 
at the mimeographed bill, the next to the last line on page 1, if we 
change the words which start the last sentence from “those joint-use 
facilities” and substitute “the dam and reservoir shall be constructed,” 
then you at least would eliminate the questions which Senator Ander- 
son raises with respeet to any canals. 

Then on page 3 of that mimeographed piece of legislation I think 
the committee might well consider the alternate authority which the 
bill clothes the Secretary of the Interior with; rather, having him pro- 
ceed in the alternative with the construction “in accordance with 
section 1 of this act,” if that happens to be the stumbling block. 

I respectfully suggest that his authority would be to proceed to 
construct the dam under Federal reclamation law. There will not, 
T submit, be any problem with respect to this legislation. You have 
heard the Governor of the State suggest that the State legislature is 
going to go along. 

Senator, this legislation, if passed, will provide the impetus to the 
Legislature of California to accede to the request made by Governor 
Brown. You will have this legislation truly integrated with what 
the State does, 

_ Senator O’Manoney. Why not draw it in such form as to make 
it mean that the Secretary of the Interior may build this double-use 
facility if the State agrees to the joint payment 

; ator Anperson. That is exactly what the original language of 
the bill LPrOV and that is what they are trying to get away from 

Mr. Bropy. I think there a be a misconception as to what moti- 


vated this snguested change. I may, I would like to make a brief 
statement in that connection. | 
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Senator Anprrson. All right. 

Mr. Bropy. If you will note on page 2 of the draft of the bill, about 
a fourth of the way down on the page, it says— 
Construction of the San Luis Unit shall not be commenced until the Secretary 
has (1) secured or has satisfactory assurance of his ability to secure all of the 
rights to the use of water necessary to carry out the purposes of this project, 
and receives satisfactory assured from the State of California that will make 
provision for master drainage— 
and so forth. , 

_. Later on in the bill there is provision for execution of a contract be- 
tween the State and the Federal Government, the specific items of 
which are to be included are also provided for, 

There is a cutoff date of 1962, as you will recall, in the bill at the 
ver time. There was some concern among the local interests that— 

am trying to put this as mildly as I can—that if an area of disagree- 
ment arose in which the Secretary of the Interior might feel that it 
would be to his advantage, to say, “We do not have satisfactory as- 
surances as to water rights,” not because the assurances were not there, 
but rather, because he might prefer to go ahead with Federal con- 
struction alone on the smaller project—again realizing the kind of 
fears and suspicions which arise in this kind of situation, that they 
wanted to sai certain that if, through arbitrary action of the De- 


partment, a contract was delayed, that at least before he proceeded 
with construction there would be the insurance that the basic facilities 
would be there which would permit enlargement if that contract could 
be negotiated at a later point of time. 

Fundamentally, that. was the sole purpose for suggesting this 


amendment, 

Senator Anperson, Why the cutoff date? That is what the cutoff 
date does. That gives you until January 1, 1962. 

Mr. Bropy. But they were fearful that the kind of delay which 
might be occasioned through, perhaps, arbitrary action—and I am 
not saying I sympathize with that kind of viewpoint, but neverthe- 
less it might exist—that that cutoff date mgt arrive, and at that 

oint of time the Secretary would say, “Well, I am going ahead, and 
f am only going to construct sufficiently to serve the Federal service: 
area. | 

Then the State would be foreclosed, except at considerable addi- 
tional cost. I will state from my own standpoint and from. the 

- Governor’s standpoint that we are confident that by 1962 and perhaps 
a much earlier date there will be an agreement in effect between the 
State and the Federal Government. There is no doubt in my mind 
whatsoever, 

_ Senator ANprrson. Why have we not a right to be confident when 
we write the legislation, and write the legislation the way we h 
it? 

Mr. Bropy. I am not suggesting that. this removes any element of 
confidence which you might have. 

Senator Kucner. While you may well take that position, Mr, 
Brody, here, gentlemen, is the first time that we have had all interests 
in our State agreed on this legislation. To turn the thing around, 
if this does no harm to anyone, I will say to the chairman, why not 
leave it in? ' 
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Senator Anperson. It does a lot of harm to some of us. \ You see, 
here is a project that at $292 million is attractive. Ifthe State comes 
in, it runs to $400 million, If he pors ahead and builds it anyhow, 
large size and giant economy size all the way through, we throw away 
$40 million or $50 million by a party that is being accused of being 
lavish spenders anyhow. 

Senator Kucuex. What is your authority for that sum? 

Senator Anperson. The difference between $292 million and $400 
million is $110 million, and it is not all in foolishness. Most of it 
is in extra size that you have to build this. I have gone through 
this project by the hour. Somebody gave me an estimate one time 
of the difference, if you went ahead and constructed it on the large 
economy size and built it just on the Federal size, even if you did 
not have the State in it. 

I am going to ask Mr. Dominy to get up some figures and bring 
them to us. 

Senator Kucuet. I suggest we pass judgment on it, if the Senator 
will let me do so, on page 10 of the report. 

Senator Anperson. That is only a tiny portion, on the basis of the 
dam. There is a whole lot more than that. 

Have you a figure, Mr. Dominy?. Somebody gave me a figure 
on the coast or in a committee meeting as to the difference in doing 
it. This is not the first time. I think it is $50 million invested that 
we do not have any right to talk about. 

As I said, this Congress is already being accused of being wasteful 
spenders. Somebody has to have regard for $50 million. 

Mr. Dominy. The figure I have is: $292,430,000 on the Federal 
part. If the State project is built with the Federal, and we provide 
all the capacity in the joint facilities, that would run the cost up. At 
the moment our estimate is $480 million. 

Senator Anperson. Well, I was $80 million shy. I said $400 mil- 
lion. So from $292 million to $480 million is greater. Of that $188 
million, how much, of it is just.due to the extra construction to take 
care of what they say here? If you will get.us:a figure, it. will be 
well over $50 million. 

Senator Kucuer. Will the Senator yield ? 

_ Senator Anperson. Yes. 
, Senator Kucue..,Let me read from the letter which Secretary 
Seaton wrote to Senator Murray last July on that very point. 

Senator AnpeRson. You will find it deals with the dam. 
Senator Kucuex, Senator, I suggest that. we amend this bill to 
tie it down to the dam so that we get away from the Senator’s quite 
relevant point. 

Anyway, let me read on page 7: 

» The estimated cost of San Luis Dam and Reservoir constructed to 1 million 
acrefoot capacity and designed to serve the San Luis unit only is $56,364,000. 
added cost of making provision for later enlargement is $10,814,000. How- 
ever,,even if it is built as an all-Federal project, future enlargement of San 
Luis’ Reservoir to'2 million acre-foot capacity would be contemplated to serve 
lands further south in the San Joaquin Valley in the potential Avenal Gap unit 
service area, For this reason, the cost of providing for enlargement is included 
in the original plan for San Luis Dam and Reservoir, and ts‘ reflected in the 
v<,430,000 total estimated cost of the San Luis unit supply works. 
_ 1 ask unanimous consent that—this is signed. by Secretary. Seaton, 
Task that the entire letter go into this year’s record. : 
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Senator Anperson. Without objection, it will be put in in full. 
(The letter referred to is as follows :) 


U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D.C., July 30, 1958. 
Hon. James E. Murray, 
Ohairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Deak Senator Murray: This responds to the request of June 25, 1958, from 
Senator Anderson, chairman of the Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclama- 
tion, for the views of this Department on the proposed amendments contained 
in Committee Print No. 2, dated June 25, 1958, of 8. 1887, the San Luis unit, 
Central Valley project, authorization bill. 

Subject to the consideration of the views expressed herein and our sug- 
gestions for amendments, this Department would not object to the enactment 
of 8. 1887 in the form in which it appears in Committee Print No. 2. 

In our letter to you dated May 21, 1958, we commented on the proposed 
amendments contained in the committee print of S. 1887, dated May 1, 1958, 
We note that certain of the suggestions which were made in that ietter have 
been incorporated in Committee Print No. 2. 

The proposal contained in Committee Print No. 2 would authorize the con- 
struction by the Federal Government of the San Luis unit and certain facilities 
which would be used jointly by the United States and the State of California, 
Provision would be made for the United States and the State of California to 
enter into an agreement with respect to the construction, operation, and financ- 
ing of the joint-use facilities. None of the construction authorized by the pro- 
posal could be undertaken until such an agreement is executed, except that, in 
the event no agreement is reached by July 1, 1960, if, after consultation with 
the Governor of California, the Secretary of the Interior shall determine that 
the prospects of reaching an accord are not “reasonably firm,” he may proceed 
with construction, after having reported thereon to the Congress and the elapse 
thereafter of 90 days during which the Congress is not adjourned for more 
than 3 days. In general, this arrangement would provide a reasonable oppor- 
tunity for negotiating an agreement on the construction of the Federal develop- 
ment in a manner which would permit certain of its main supply features to 
serve both the San Luis unit and the proposed Feather River project of the 
State of California and, in addition, a procedure whereby construction of the 
Federal project could proceed, after a given period of time, in the event of 
failure to reach such an agreement, 

“We should like to comment on the specific items mentioned in Senator Ander- 
son’s June 25 letter in the order in which they are set forth: 

1. Section 1 of Committee Print No. 2 is designed apparently to present 4 
reasonable basis for adequately protecting the investment of the Federal Gov- 
ernment in those facilities of the San Luis unit which would be constructed in 
a manner to permit future expansion for use by the State of California. How- 
ever, the proposed language appears to us to be ambiguous in this connection. 
The sentence beginning at line 11 on page 2 defines the engineering featura 
of the San Luis unit, and included in this definition are the main supply fea- 
tures, such as the dam and reservoir, forebay, afterbay, and San Luis Canal. 
The first sentence of section 1 would authorize the Secretary of the Interior to 
construct, operate, and maintain the San Luis unit “and * * * additional works 
for joint use with the State of California * * * (hereinafter referred to as joint 
use facilities).” [Italic supplied.] It has been our understanding that the 
concept of the construction of the San Luis unit in such manner that certain of 
its main supply features could be used in the coordinated operation of both the 
federally constructed San Luis unit and the State-constructed Feather River 
project did not contemplate the construction of any separate additional works 
to be used jointly. If this understanding conforms with the purpose of the 
provisions of section 1, we suggest that it be amended to reflect this intention. 
This could be accomplished by amending section 1 in the following manner: 

(@) After the word “project” in line 8 on page 2 insert a period, and delete 
the remainder of that sentence. 

(b) Delete in Hines 12 through line 15 on page 2 the language reading “, which 
may, upon agreement by the State of California or some other public @ 
which agrees to assume the costs thereof, be constructed to permit 
expansion,”. 
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(c) In line 19 on page 2, after the period, add two new sentences reading sub- 
stantially as follows: “The works (hereinafter referred to as joint-use facili- 
ties) for joint use with the State of California (hereinafter referred to as the 
State) shall be the dam and reservoir at or near the San Luis site, forebay and 
afterbay, if required, and the San Luis Canal. Those joint-use facilities may be 
constructed to permit future expansion upon agreement by the State or some 
other public agency to assume the added cost involved, as lated provided in this 
Act.” 


(d) In line 10 on page 4, in line 10 on page 10, and in line 4 on page 13, 
delete the word “and” and substitute therefor “, including”. 

2. The proposed amendment in lines 24 and 25 on page 2 and in lines 1 through 
12 on page 3 would provide for (@) an irrigation repayment contract with a 
repayment period of not to exceed 50 years, (0) distribution systems repayment 
contracts, prior to construction of irrigation distribution facilities, with con- 
servancy-type organizations, and (c) contracts for municipal water supply with- 
out regard to the limitations of section 9(c) of the Reclamation Project Act of 
1939. 


Consistent with our pattern of operation of the Central Valley project in con- 
tracting with more than 50 irrigation districts or other water-users organiza- 
tions, use on the San Luis unit of water service contracts under section 9(e) of 
the 1989 act is required, in our opinion, for the orderly administration of the 
Oentral Valley project. This type of contract, which is renewable under the 
terms of the act of July 2, 1956 (70 Stat. 483), is admirably suited to the devel- 
opment of the entire project. A requirement along the lines of the proposed 
amendment which would be applicable only to the San Luis unit and which is 
not consistent with the manner of contracting with water-users organizations 
elsewhere on the Central Valley project would raise unnecessarily, it seems to 
us, difficult problems. , 

While contracts with conservancy-type organizations should be encouraged in 
all applicable instances, there appears to be little need for such assistance for 
distribution systems payout as the proposed amendment would require. It has 
been our experience on the Central Valley project that existing reclamation law 
contains adequate provision for such contractual arrangements as may be re- 
quired in connection with the delivery of irrigation and municipal water supply. 
Accordingly, we recommend against the adoption of the proposed amendment. 

8. The new proposal regarding the coordination of the State’s master drainage 
system for the San Joaquin Valley with the requirements of the San Luis unit 
and the alternative authority to proceed in the event the State is unable to give 
assurances that it will proceed with its master drainage plan resolves adequaely 
pe hen we had with the comparable provision in the committee print dated 

yu . 

4. The proposed provision, beginning at the bottom of page 4, dealing with 
the submission of a report to the Congress prior to proceeding with the con- 
struction of the San Luis unit in the event it is determined after July 1, 1960, 
that the prospects of an agreement with the State of California are “not rea- 
sonably firm” is acceptable to this Department. 

5, The provision, beginning on line 18 on page 5, with respect to the advance 
of funds by the State to pay for the cost of designing and constructing the works 
80 a8 to permit their future enlargement by the State and the right of the State 
thereafter to enlarge the works and to the use of such additional capacity is 
generally satisfactory to us. However, we still believe, as we mentioned in our 
May 21 letter, that the State should be required to submit its plans for enlarge- 
ment and construction to the Secretary for approval to assure that the Federal 
structures will not be adversely affected. This could be accomplished by adding 
after the word “State” in line 24 on page 5 the words “, after approval of its 
Plans by the Secretary,”. In order to conform the language of the proposed 
Provision with the amendments suggested above, we recommend that the words 

use facilities” be substituted for the word “project” in line 20 on page 5. 

6. The proposed language beginning in line 23 on page 6 with regard to the 
advance of payments by the State to permit a timely construction schedule is 
acceptable to this Department. 

7, Subsection (d) of section 3 would fix the formula for the sharing of the 

maintenance, and development costs of the joint-use facilities. This 
Provision would require such cost-sharing on the basis of the ratio of the amount 
contributed by each to the total cost of construction. In our opinion, there are 


‘too many factors that should be taken into account to permit an equitable deter- 


mination of cost-sharing by the adoption of a formula such as.Committee Print 
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No. 2 would provide. For example, use of the joint features for the Feather 
River project, would involve year-round operation, of the San Luis Canal to 
Yurnish municipal .and industrial water to southern California. Service to the 
flan Luis unit, on the other hand, would be on a seasonable basis. This is only 
one of the factors, which, ought to be) considered in determining an equitable 
sharing of costs that would be ignored by the proposed formula. Other factors 
dnclude the amounts of water delivered, peak canal capacity requirements, and 
magnitude of savings through joint-use. We believe that an equitable sharing 
of costs should be determined by negotiation and agreement rather than by a 
fixed formula in authorizing legislation. Accordingly, we recommend that the 
‘danguage of the committee print dated May 1, 1958, be restored. 

8. Senator Anderson’s letter indicates that the provision relating to the trans- 
fer of title to the facilities of the San Luis unit are proposed to be eliminated on 
the ground that section 6 of the Reclamation Act of 1902 (32 Stat. 388, 389) 
provides that title to such works shall remain in the United States until the 
Congress. shall otherwise provide. We do not object to the proposed. deletion 
of section 3(c). 

9. Proposed subsections (f) and (g) of section 3 would provide that the rights 
of the United States and of the State to the use of the capacities of the joint-use 
features shall be based upon the ratio of the contribution of each to the total 
capital costs of such features with a requirement that the United States shall 
‘have a right to the use of no less than 1 million acre-feet of the capacity of the 
San Luis Reservoir. While this proposed fixed formula might work for San 
Luis Reservoir, especially as the proposed language guarantees 1 million acre 
feet of capacity for Federal use, we doubt that it would be workable for the 
San Luis’ Canal. On the basis of data now available, the ultimate capacity of 
the San Luis Canal for joint use would vary from 12,500 c.f.s. at the head of 
the San Luis unit service area to 7,000 c.f.s. at the lower end of the service area. 
The required capacity for the Federal project would vary from 6,800 c.f.s. at 
the head of the service area to 700 c.f.s. at the lower end of the service area. 
Thus, the requirements of the Federal project would range from 55 percent to 
10 percent of the capacity of the San Luis-Kettleman City portion of the San 
Luis Canal. A formula that would give a flat overall percentage, such as the 
proposed language would provide, would obviously not conform with those 
requirements. 

Detailed operational studies by the Bureau of Reclamation and the State will 
be required to formulate a plan of operation for joint use. Only after such @ 
study can the Federal and State needs and their interrelationships be defer- 
mined. 

We believe that the Federal Government should be assured of the use of sufi- 
cient capacities in the joint facilities necessary to serve the San Luis unit. The 
problem then would become: one of construction of the joint-use features to 
capacities sufficient to accommodate State needs also. 

Sections 8 (g) and (h) of committee print dated May 1, 1958, would provide 
the necessary guarantees to protect both Federal and State investments if 
joint-use features are properly designed. We recommend that the language of 
the sections be restored to that which appeared in the committee print dated 
May 1, 1958, in lieu of sections 3 (f) and (g) of Committee Print No. 2. 

10. Section 5 isa new proposal which would authorize water service from the 
Central Valley project, by way of the Pachéco Tunnel route, to lands and muniel- 
palities in Santa Clara, San Benito, Santa Cruz, and Monterey Counties. Under 
the provisions of section 5, an investigation and report on the feasibility of the 
proposal would be required, provided the local water authority or other public 
“agency or agencies should agree to pay one-half of the cost thereof. If the report 
‘should indicate that the work would be feasible from an engineering and a0 
economic standpoint, is reviewed by the State, and is approved by the Secretary 
and the Congress, construction could then be undertaken, but not prior to July 
1, 1962, unless in the meantime the Governor should notify the Secretary that 
‘tthe State approves the construction of the proposed works by the Federal Gov- 
ernment. 


As we indicated in our May 25 letter, the furnishing of a new supply of water 
to the area concerned is covered by the State’s water plan and we would not 
wish to overlap or duplicate the State’s program, studies, or plans, unless, of 
course, we were specifically directed to do so by the Congress. 

The question of requiring the local interests to pay all of the costs of the 
investigation has not been raised heretofore to our knowledge. If the Congress 
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were to direct us to undertake this proposed investigation, we would, of: course, 
not object to a requirement that it be made only if the local interests advance all 
such costs. 
. 11, We have no objection to the new section 7 which would provide specifically 
that the Federal reclamation laws shall not be applicable to lands served by the 
State outside the San Luis unit service area. 
_,12..The present estimated capital cost of the San Luis unit is $290,430,000, 
exclusive of the costs of constructing distribution and drainage systems. This 
estimate is based on October 1957 prices and upon. use of offpeak power for project 
pumping. This represents an increase of $61,300,000, over the cost estimate given 
in this Department’s interim San Luis unit report to the Congress.of December 
17, 1956, which was based on January 1954 prices. About $29 million of this in- 
crease is due to rises in construction price levels and the remainder (about $32 
million) to provisions for offpeak pumping not included in the plan presented in 
the interim report. 

The estimated cost of the major features involved is as follows: 


San Luis Dam and Reservoir 

Intake canal (Delta-Mendota Canal to San Luis forebay pumping 
plant) 

San Luis forebay pumping plant 

San Luis forebay dam and reservoir 

§$an Luis intake canal 

San Luis pumping plant 

Pleasant Valley pumping plant 

Relift pumps on distribution system 

§an Luis Canal 

Pleasant Valley Canal and pump intake canal 

Channels, levees, and floodworks 

Tracy switchyard additions 

Tracy-San Luis 230 kv transmission line 

San Luis Canal transmission line, 115 ky 

San Luis switchyard 

Transmission line to forebay pumping plant 

San Luis forebay switchyard 

Pleasant Valley switchyard 

Relift. substations 

Distribution system, 13.8 kv 

General property 


The estimated cost of San Luis Dam and Reservoir constructed to 1 million 
acre-foot capacity and designed to serve the San Luis unit only is $56,364,000. 
The added cost of making provision for later enlargement is $10,814,000. How- 
ever, even if it is built as an all-Federal project, future enlargement of San Luis 

rvoir to 2 million acre-foot capacity would be contemplated to serve lands 
further south in the San Joaquin Valley in the potential Avenal Gap unit service 
area, For this reason the cost of providing for enlargement is included in the 
original plan for San Luis Dam and Reservoir and is reflected in the $290,430,000 
total estimated cost of the San Luis unit supply works. 

There are also other costs for future service provisions included in the above 
estimate. The estimate for pump discharge lines contains $4 million for future 
ce and the San Luis Canal estimate includes $2,887,000 for the same purpose. 

us, Of the $290,430,000 estimate a total of $17,701,000 is included, for future 
enlargement or for future service. 

- If the San’ Luis unit is to be constructed for integration with the State’s 
Feather River project, a problem exists as to construction of the San Luis Canal. 
A canal with a capacity of 6,800 c.f.s. at the head of the service area would be 
tequired to serve only the San Luis unit. If the San Luis Canal is to serve both 

San Luis unit and the Feather River project, it is presently estimated that 
2 comparable capacity of 12,500 c.f.s. would be required. It does not appear 
that construction of San Luis Canal with initial capacity of 6,800 c.f.s. with pro- 
vision for later enlargement would be economical. If the canal is to serve as 
&.joint-use feature, it should be constructed initially to full capacity. For the 
Stretch of the San Luis Canal from San Luis Dam to Kettleman City, the stretch 
Tequired for the San Luis unit, the estimated cost of constructing the canal to 
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full joint-use capacity is $123,600,000 as compared with an estimated cost of 
$77,900,000 if it is constructed to serve the San Luis unit only with provisions for 
future service in the Avenal Gap unit area. 

In addition to the comments made above, we suggest that the following minor 
technical amendments be made in order to conform the provisions of the bill with 
the amendments suggested heretofore : 

1. In line 8 on page 4, delete the phrase “(hereinafter referred to as the 
State)”. 

2. In line 7 on page 6, substitute the words “joint-use facilities” for the words 
“project works and features”. 

8. In line 17 on page 8, delete the words “the San Luis unit and”. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there would be no objection to 
the submission of this proposed report to your committee. However, that Bu- 
reau requested that we advise your committee that the Bureau of the Budget 
would recommend against authorization of the extension contemplated in section 
5 at this time and would recommend that the terms of the bill make it clear that 
recreation facilities be treated as a part of the overall Federal costs and allo 
cated to major project purposes. 

Sincerely yours, 
Frep A. SEATON, 
Secretary of the Interior. 


Senator Kucnet. Again I say if this appeals to the chairman and 
to Senator O’Mahoney, to reflect more accurately the intention, then I 
renew my suggestion for consideration by this subcommittee in execu- 
tive session of changes in the wording of the bill so as to provide that 
on the first page we would specifically have the dam and reservoir and 
not have the joint-use facilities, and also in speaking of the alterna- 
tive authority—and I have not spoken with anybody here in the 
audience about this—the alternative authority to the Secretary of the 


Interior to proceed to construct under Federal law. 


Senator Anvzrson. I think that is a good suggestion. We will try 
to go ahead with it. 

Mr, Brody, as a matter of fact, a lot of us know you and your good 
reputation. Many of us have seen Mr. Banks time after time after 
time, and we have the highest respect for him and the work that he 
brings in here. 

I do think we have an obligation to find out how much money is 
involved in this language. 


Mr. Bropy. We ize that. 

Senator ANDERSON. Mr. Dominy, you try to get that for us. 

Mr. Dominy. Very well, sir. 

Senator Anperson. I think the suggestion made by Senator Kuchel 
may be a solution to the problem, or may lead us at least to a solution 
of it. A have said many times that some of us think this is a very fine 
project. 

Senator Kucret. I do not know if the trouble with this committe 
is that we have too a aan teen on it or not enough, 

Senator Anpmrson. Well, since I am the only nonlawyer here, I 
will not go further with a statement. 

Mr. Dominy. Mr. Chairman, there is one other point in the depart- 
mental report that I'am obli to call to your specific attention, 
and that is that the Bureau of the Budget has requested that your com- 
mittee be advised that it would recommend that the provisions of 
S. 44 be modified to provide for treating the costs of minimum basic 
recreation facilities as part of the overall Federal cost to be allocated 
to the major purposes of the project, subject to the cost-sharing oF 
reimbursement requirements applicable to such purposes. 
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Senator Kucuen. How much money are we talking about here? 

Mr. Domrny. About $101,000 is what we haye estimated the mini- 
mum basic facilities to cost. 

Senator Kucuen. What is the rule which the Congress has. fol- 
lowed in the years gone by with respect to the reimbursability of 
recreation moneys ? , 

Mr. Domrny. Except for a few exceptions, minmium basic facilities 
on recreation projects are provided as a project cost and. are re- 
imbursable. 

Senator Kucuen. I suggest to the chairman that that be a subject 
for discussion in executive session. 

Senator Anprrson. Have you anything else, Mr. Dominy ? 

Mr. Dominy. No, sir. 

Senator AnpEeRsoNn. You understand what we would like to have in 
the way of figures on this? 

Mr. Dominy. Yes, sir. Our technicians are here in the room. They 
have heard this discussion and they will be working with me in. pre- 
paring that material, 

Senator Anperson. There is bound to be something that has gone 
into this project to raise it from $292 million to $480 million. A. lot 
of it may be directly traceable to the State project and, therefore 
eng the Federal project toa larger size, would not be involved 
in it-at all. 

But I think we ought to know what the language in this bill means. 
If we have to limit it to just the dam or something of that nature, we 
olight to do it that way. I can recognize that there are cpeape in 
California who would liketo say, “Ifyou are going to build this, you 
ought to just wave your hand once more and say we are not going 
to do this unless the State is given an opportunity to participate. 

We would like to know what is involved in it from that standpoint, 

Mr. Dominy. I would like to say once more that there is no doubt 
atall but what if it is built. as a joint venture, and if the State pays 
its equitable share under an agreement, that the Federal project will 
— at less expense than if it were built as a single-purpose under- 

ng. 

Senator Anperson. Generally, are you familiar with the land in- 
volved in this project ? 

Mr. Dominy. Yes, sir. 

Senator AnpERson. Do you feel it is a good project? 

Mr. Dominy. The great bulk of the land to be included in the 
Federal service area of this project is class 1 and 2 land. 

Senator Anperson. And has tremendous production possibilities? 

Mr. Dominy. Tremendous production possibilities. It has been de- 
veloped with ground-water pumping. There is a serious overdraft. 
The area undoubtedly is rapidly getting into trouble. If supple- 
mental water is not available, it will be in distress not too long from 
now, ' 

eee Anverson. This is water that might otherwise flow. to the 


ocean 
Mr: Dommry. Yes, sir. ‘The water’ proposed here, for a good 
of ity is winter flows, surplus to our a ee under the ciitine wie 
and is wasted into the sea. 

Senator Anperson. And could be picked up with a Tracy pumpi 
Plant and picked up to the project and remain ‘there until needed? 
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Mr. Dominy. Yes, sir. This project would permit much greater 
use of existing facilities, 

Senator Anperson. And might use some of the facilities at a time 
when they are not otherwise being used for other work? 

Mr. Dominy. That is exactly right. 

Senator Anperson. You recommend it? 

Mr. Domriny. Yes, sir. 

Senator Anperson. Are there questions? 

Mr. Bennett, have you any additional statement ? 

Mr. Bropy. Mr. Chairman, before leaving the stand I wonder if we 
might submit for the committee files a document entitled “Preliminary 
Summary Report on Investigation of Alternative Aqueduct Systems 
To Serve Southern California,” which describes the State elements of 
the project and the aqueduct system which would be constructed as 
part of the project. 

Senator Kucuen. Is it that large volume you have? 

Mr. Bropy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kucue.. I suggest it be given to the committee for filing. 

Mr. Bropy. I will submit it for the files. 

Senator Anperson. Very well; we will accept it for the files of the 
committee. 

Mr. Bropy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Anprrson. The Pacific Gas & Electric Co. will present a 
statement for the record at this point. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT H. GERDES, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, 
PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC CO. 


Mr. Grrpes. Mr. Chairman, S. 44 now before your committee would 
authorize construction of the San Luis project in: California. 

Ineluded in the proposed: project are items totaling more than $14 
million for electric transmission lines, substations, switchyards, and 
distribution lines tc bring power from Tracy. to pumps’ at. various 
fia on the San Luis project for a distance of about 150 miles south 
of Tracy. 

In my attached letter of March 17, 1958, to you, Pacific Gas & Elec- 
tric Co. offered to provide the San Luis pumps with power thro 
wheeling service, exchange, and sale at less than it would cost the 
Government to do thesame job. That offer still stands. 

I respectfully invite your attention to the sketch map which is at- 
tached to this letter. It shows the transmission system already con- 
structed by Pacific Gas & Electric Co. to servé the area. These lines 
have the capacity to serve all parts of the San Luis project. 

(The sketch map and letter areas follows :) 
Maron 17, 1958. 
Hon. CiInTON P. ANDERSON; 

Chairman Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation of the Committee om 
Interior and Insular Affairs, U.S. Senate, Senate Office Building, Wasi- 
ington, D.O. 

Dear Senator AnpeRson: We have been informed that the Subcommittee 0? 
Irrigation and Reclamation of the Senate Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs has under consideration several bills to authorize the joint construction 
and operation of the San Luis project in California by the Department of the 
Interior and the State, 
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Pacific Gas & Blectric Co. believes that early construction of this project is 
essential to the conservation and development of the water resources of Cali- 


fornia. 

Whether the San Luis project is constructed by the Federal Government or 
the State, or by both, our company has offered to furnish energy to the San Luis 
pumps at minimum cost to the project, thus enhancing its financial feasibility. 

The pumping plants of the Central Valley project have first call on power de- 
yeloped at project plants. If San Luis is constructed and operated as a part 
of the Central Valley project, there will be an ample supply of energy from ex- 
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isting project hydroelectric plants to meet the ultimate annual requirements of 
the San Luis pumps, which will be about 750 million kilowatt-hours. The aver. 
age annual output of existing project plants is about 214 billion kilowatt-hours; 
Existing pumps, even at ultimate operation, will require only about 400 million 
kilowatt-hours per annum, leaving a balance of more than 2 billion kilowatt. 
Renan a nearly three times the amount required by the San Luis pumps at full 
operation, 

As you know, power generated as a byproduct on multipurpose projects de, 
signed for flood, control, irrigation, and water supply is not always produced at 
the time nor in the quantity required to fit power needs, because water releases 
for these other purposes have priority over the generation of power. The Cen 

‘tral Valley project produces large amounts of energy in the summer months 
when large water releases.must-be made for irrigation. Except in wet years, 
the project produces relatively small amounts of energy during the winter 
months when water is being conserved in project reservoirs. The months of low 
project energy production are the very months when San Luis pumping require 
ments are high, because that is the time when waste water in the Sacramento- 
San Joaquin River delta must be diverted and pumped to storage in the San 
Luis reservoir. 

We are willing and able to provide energy from our widespread regional sys 
tem to meet the requirements of the San Luis and other project pumps at times 
when there is insufficient project power to meet such requirements. 

We have offered to furnish off-peak energy from our system for project pump- 
ing and, in exchange, take an equal amount of project:power when it becomes 
available. This will conserve water for irrigation and increase project power 
revenues. The Acting Commissioner of Reclamation in a letter dated July 12, 
1957, to Congressman Harlan Hagen, declared that such an exchange of energy 
“would permit better coordinated use of Central Valley project power and 
greater returns from power sales to offset the additional construction costs.” 
Assistant Secretary Aandahl and Regional Director Bellport testified to the 
same effect before the House committee last January. 

In any year when there is insufficient project power for the pumping require 
ments.under the exchange arrangement, we are willing, as part of our Trinity 
partnership proposal, to sell off-peak energy for project pumping at our incre 
mental (that is, out-of-pocket) cost, Moreover, we guarantee that the charge 
for such energy would in no event be greater than the amount per kilowatt-hour 
which we would pay the Government for the use of Trinity falling water. 

Whether the Trinity plants are constructed by the company or the Federal 
Government, energy for the San Luis pumps may be allocated at the Bureaus 
customary 2% mill pumping rate. The cost to the Government under the com- 
pany’s proposal would be less than half the costs under all-Federal Trinity con- 
struction. 

We also offer to make our facilities available for transmission of power from 
Tracy to all project pumps. We guarantee that the cost to the Government for 
this service would be less than it would be if the Federal Government were to 
construct the transmission lines. This also would save the Federal Government 
a capital outlay of about $10,750,000. 

An amendment to our wheeling contract to cover this Serviec has been sub 
mitted to Congress.as part of the Trinity joint development proposal and is con- 
tained in House*Document No. 94, part II, 85th Congress, 1st session. 

We have made a similar offer to the State of California to supply low-cost off 
peak energy for pumping in connection with its Feather River projeet, The 
State engineer declared that our offer would provide a substantial,net gain to 
the project. 

Under our proposal, the San Luis pumps will be assured of an ample power 
supply at minimum cost. These benefits are available whether San Luis ‘is built 
and operated jointly by the Federal Government and the State or separately 
by either agency. 


Very truly yours, 
Rosert H, GERves. 
Mr. Gurves, Since these facilities are available, the expenditure of 


about $10 million by the Federal Government for duplicating trans 
mission facilities is unnecessary. 
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Pacific Gas & Electric Co. believes that early construction of the 
San Luis project. at minimum cost, to the Government is essential to the 
conservation and development of the water resources of California. 
We therefore respectfully request that your committee amend the 
bill to include at page 2, beginning at line 8, the words as shown in 
italic : 

* * * The principal engineering features of said unit shall be a dam and reser- 
voir at or near the San Luis site, a forebay and afterbay, the San Luis Canal, the 
Pleasant ‘Valley Canal, and necessary pimping plants, distribution ‘systenis, 
drains, channels, levees, flood works, and related facilities, ewcept those facilities 
for electric transmission or distribution service which can be obtained at less 
cost to the Federal Government from local publicior private, agencies :* * *, 
| Senator Kucuen. May I have in the appendix, Mr, Chairman, a 
statement from the: Kern County Board of) Supervisors, the Cali- 
fornia Farm and Research Legislative Committee and a statement 
from the Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce # 

Senator AnpeRson. They will be included in the appendix of the 
record. Pwd 

I also have a letter that was sent mé by a Ballis, editor of the 
Valley Labor Citizen, with an accompanying editorial about the proj- 
ect which I-willalso place in the appendix. | 

Our next witness will be Mr. J. E. O'Neill. 


STATEMENT OF J. E. 0’NEILL, FRESNO, CALIF., PRESIDENT, 
Om! - WESTLANDS WATER DISTRICT 


Mr; O’Net. Senator Anderson and Senator Kuchel, I am glad to 
be here today. 

My name is J. E. O’Neill, and I am from Fresno, Calif. Iam ap- 
pearing here today as president: of the Westlands Water District. 

I wish first: to take this opportunity to thank all the members of 
this subcommittee for the privilege of appearing before you once again 
in i of the San Luis project. 

We have come a long way since our first hearing in 1956, and the 
road at times has not ~ an easy one. In the time that has tran- 
spired, the concept of San Luis has changed from a strictly Federal 
project to one that encompasses an enlarged facility simultaneously 
providing water to the parched San Luis service area as a Federal 
undertaking and that forms an important link in the State of Cali- 
fornia’s plans to transport surplus northern water to the southern 
portions of our State where critical shortages exist. 

Further, in the year that has rr me since my last appearance be- 
fore you, the deep but honest differences of opinion among Cali- 
fornians as to thie details of authorization have been comp to the 
point that responsible water leaders from one end of the State to the 
other are in complete agreement on them. 

I recall the sTieenit tenis on the part of members of this’ subcom- 
mittee to Californians at previous hearings to “get together” and 
present a legislative vehicle on San Luis that all segments of the State 
couldsupport. We have done just that. 

‘Much of the credit) for this accomplishment is due to Governor 
Brown whose leadership on water matters, among others, since his 
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inauguration only a few short months ugo has been of the highest 
order. | 

As most of you no doubt know, the final details of the solution, in- 
volving amendments to the companion Senate and House'bills, were 
agreed upon here in Washington only last Friday. They have been 
pulled apart again today, I am afraid. 

Senator O’Manoney. Not quite, Mr. O’Neill. 

Senator Anpgrson. I do not think so, Mr. O’Neill. I think there 
is a ibility that we can find language that interprets what the 

people of California want in the fashion that will not be objectionable 
to those of us who do not want to see money thrown away. 

Mr. O’Nen. If I would take a moment on that, I think you are 
quite right, Senator. I do not believe it was the intention of those of 
us who sat around and came to these conclusions that that was the 
intent. It is possible, though, that if you leave out the large canal and 
deal strictly with the foundations of the reservoir in case the State has 
not come up with its share, it might be a good investment, good busi- 
ness, for the Federal Government to provide that extra foundation so 
that in the future we could build on it. 

I am not so sure—I have not discussed this with the Governor, with 
Ralph Brody or Mr. Banks—but it might be possible that an agree- 
ment could be made with the State that that extra $10 million could 
be picked up by the State until such time as the State is ready to go, 
or the Federal Government might continue and repay the State. 

Senator Anperson. I want to say there, Mr. O'Neill, that I do not 
think that is particularly essential. We have, in previous projects, 
authorized the construction of a portion of them larger than was im- 
mediately necessary, but in a fashion that would permit future ex- 
pansion. That is not unusual. 

But in one where it requires cooperation with the State it is a little 
hard to say go ahead and build this to a large scale, even though we 
have shoved the date for final agreement with the State ahead 18 
months, or back, whichever way you look at it, clear up to 1962, and 
pe have tried to do everything we can. Still we cannot get anything 

one. 

Still, if we want to go ahead and build this as a Federal-State pro- 
ject, it may involve more aoe than could be justifiably spent. I do 
not think I want to say that the rule should be that you cannot have 
anything in there except the bare bones of a Federal project, because 
that has not been the practice of the Government at all times. 

Mr. O’Nem. I was alarmed at Mr. Dominy’s statement that we 
would have to come back again and get further legislation in case 
the State did not take care of its part of it. I certainly do not want 
to come back here any more on further legislation. I hope that when 
we move this time we can move so that the project can be constructed. 

Senator Anprrson. I think you may have recognized that I ques- 
tion that a little bit, too. I was hopeful that once this was solved it 
would be solved for a jena time. Once you have spent a good many 
months on projects and finished with them, you like to close that 


chapter and go on to some other project. 

Mr. O’Nena. As most of you no doubt know, the final details of 
the solution involving amendments to the companion Senate an 
House bills were agreed upon here in Washington only last Friday. 
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These revisions have the approval of Governor Brown, of Senators 
Kuchel and Hoagie, of Congressman Sisk and of many others who, 
1 believe, are scheduled to testify before you. 

I cannot sufficiently praise the untiring efforts of our two splendid 
California Suiatortand of Congressman Sisk to work out. this difficult 
problem in the best interests of both the United States and the State 
of California. 

Since you have already heard testimony as to the technical and other 
details of the San Luis project from Bureau of Reclamation and State 
officials, I will not go into those matters. I do want to emphasize the 
fact that our problems are more critical by far than they were in 1956, 
and last year when I testified in this same subcommittee, 

The water table has receded further. I believe the situation is so 
critical at this moment that it will challenge the best efforts of the indi- 
vidual farmers of every district in the project’s proposed service area 
to survive until surface water reaches them. 

In closing, I want to thank all of those, both in Washington and in 
California, that have worked so long and so hard on a solution to this 
vexing problem of composing the Federal and State interests in this 
unique project. On behalf of the farmers on the west side, I want to 
especially thank the members of this subcommittee for the sympathetic 
consideration given to our situation, 

May I once again stress the extreme urgency for this authorization 
and entreat you to act promptly on the legislation before you. 

Senator Anprerson. Thank you, Mr. O’Neill. 

Are there questions ? 

Senator Kucuer. I just want to say that I hope and pray that this 
— is enacted into law this year. 

r. O’Nert. I hope we can resolve the problem that is now before 


us. 

mato Anperson. We will try to, Mr. O’Neill. Thank you very 
muc 

Mr. O’Nemu. Thank you. 

Senator Anperson. Mr. Myers. 


STATEMENT OF LOYD M. MYERS, SECRETARY-MANAGER, FRESNO 
AND MADERA COUNTIES BUILDING AND CONSTRUCTION TRADES 
COUNCIL, FRESNO, CALIF. 


Mr. Myers. Mr. Chairman, I am Loyd Myers, from Fresno County. 
Tama labor representative. I am the building trades secretary-man- 
ager. I testified before the committee last year, and had a very cour- 
teous reception, I assure you. I am also pleased to meet these dis- 
tinguished gentlemen. I have read about them on numerous occa- 
sions. Itisa real pleasure to meet them face to face. 

Ihave nothing particularly new to add to my testimony of last year 
with the exception that we do have the more serious condition © 
unemployment in the area than we had even last year. 

As you have heard testimony from Mr. O’Neill, the water table is 
not getting any higher. We believe that having worked with various 
committees chrdughont the State, that we have reached a solution to 
our difficulties amongst ourselves, and we come before you today ask- 
ing that you at least endorse our program and. recommend it to the 
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full’ committee so that it‘can get to’the floor for action and can be 
enacted into lawie! © 9 4 4 MIO) FO oleh | | 

We have a considerable number of skilled construction workmen who 
are very desirous of doing work on a program such as this.’ Of course, 
when they are not working, there is a shortage of funds coming into 
the merchants, to the manufacturers, and people of that nature.” I 
think they are in conformity with us in asking for the program. 

I do not know that there is anything that I can say that would be 
of any added value to it. I do have a prepared statement I would 
like to submit to you, if I may. : 

Senator Anperson. Mr. Myers, we appreciate your coming in here. 
We are happy to have your statement that you regard this as a good 

roject, 
y Do you think that generally en ey heer that part of Cali- 
fornia a who are associated with labor organizations would like 
to see this project built? ! 


Mr. Myers. I do for a fact, Senator. 


Senator Anverson. Thank you very much. 7 
neere thanks, too, Mr. Myers, 


Senator Kucuet. I want to add my si 
for your testimony. 
r. Myers. Thank you. 
(Mr. Myers’ prepared statement follows:) 


STATEMENT. oF  LoyD: M;: Myers, SECRETARY-MANAGER, FRESNO AND MADERA 
CouUNTIES AND CONSTRUCTION TRADES COUNCIL 


Mr. Chairman, I am the secretary-manager of the Fresno and Madera Coun- 
ties Building: and ‘construction Trades Council. ‘The council represents 23 
building trades unions with a combined membership of about 17,000 members. 
We have worked with many and varied groups in studying the feasibility of the 
San Luis project. We do not profess to be engineers nor do we profess to be 
economists. We do, however, profess to have the. know-how to do the type of 
construction that is required on large flood control and irrigation projects such 
as the one under discussion. 

The Delta Mendota Canal system together with the Tracy pumping plant frep- 
resents an investment of approximately .$75,000,000, a tremendous _invest- 
ment for the Federal Government. We as residents of this community do not 
like to see such.a tremendous investment idle for a good portion of each year 
when there is such a great need for its services in the area that it serves. 

There will be or already has been considerable testimony concerning the loca- 
tion, the availability, and the suitableness of using these facilities in the offpeak 
season so there will be little if any need for me to go into that phase of it. 
The people represented by the building trades council have only one thing to 
sell, and that is labor. They are particularly skilled at their trades as is 
evidenced by the flood control and irrigation projects that have been built in 
the State by these very same members. The working people of the Madera, 
Merced, Kings, Fresno, and Tulare Counties, the small farmers, the mama-papa 
type merchants ‘and others of similar circumstances make up the small people 
of the area. These people bave their life savings invested in the San Joaquib 
Valley and in particular in the area that would be influenced by the San Luis 
project... They are. vitally interested in the economy of this community, and 
water is the key. We have many members who have worked in construction 
all their lives and have saved their money religiously so that they could retire 
on a little farm, a prune orchard, a chicken ranch, a vineyard, or a similar 
project, and feel that they are somewhat independent. There was a time when 
this was not only possible, but profitable. Due to the high cost of water this is 
no longer true, It has, or will be established by testimony before this com- 
mittee, that the cost of a well is from five to seventy-five thousand dollars if it is 
capable of irrigating even a small plot of land, and of course, without irriga- 
tion it is impossible to grow anything in the San Joaquin Valley. We know 
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that there are many land owners in our part of the San Joaquin Valley, but 
there are far, fewer farmers than there are farm owners. We have found this 
to be directly the result of the high cost of irrigation facilities, We are forcing 
a large scale operation and doing away with the so-called family sized farm 
due to this economic pressure. It has long been the aim of the United States 
Government to establish economical family sized farms, thus placing more 
people on farms. But we find that the high cost of water is having just the 
opposite effect in this area. We believe that if the San, Luis project is ap- 
proved and built with Federal assistance, that we will again be able to establish 
the trend of a back-to-the-farm mevement in this area, 

Testimony has or will be given that it is now costing in the neighborhood of 
$20 per acre-foot for irrigation water in the San Luis project area ‘and it has 
or will be established by responsible engineering data that water can be supplied 
in this very same area by using the existing facilities together with the proposed 
San Luis Reservoir and supply water for $7.50 per acre-foot ditch side. Even 
an amateur economist can see the advantages. 

We believe that if the Federal Government loaned the money for the con- 
struction of this project it would return to the Government in the form of taxes 
more than tenfold its original investment. We believe we can prove this state- 
ment by pointing out that desert land has little assessed evaluation for the 
purpose of taxation whereas a fully developed farm under an irrigation system 
has an assessed evaluation many, many times greater than when in its original 
state. We know from past experience that when idle people without any income 
are suddenly put to work at a decent livable wage that the whole community 
seems to take a new lease on life and prosper far more than the added income 
would seem to warrant. There has or will be some testimony given before this 
committee to the effect that there is available water’on part of the land that 
would be serviced by the San Luis Reservoir. We have already remarked on 
the cost of this water for irrigation purposes and we wouid like to further 
point out that in addition to the high cost of this water, the mineral content 
caused by excessive pumping is causing great concern. We have in the proposed 
construction area many hundreds of skilled construction workmen together with 
efficient construction machinery in the amounts necessary to build large con- 
struction’ projects such as the one now under discussion. We have many 
competent contractors and engineers who are familar with this type of con- 
struction and in all too many cases these men, this equipment, and these con- 
tractors are idle or only partially employed due to the redtape involved in 
getting this program and others of like nature, started. . There is also.a serious 
amount of unemployment in other fields in our area that is seriously affecting 
the economy of the community and we know that if the San Luis project is 
authorized by this session of Congress there could be no actual construction 
started this year to relieve this situation. But we feel that authorization for 
the project would restore the confidence of the people of the community in their 
Government and its economic policies... With such confidence restored, we are 
confident that many businesses and building programs which have long been 
contemplated would become an actuality, thus making an immediate spurt in 
the economy of our community and give us the relief so badly needed. 

Mr. Chairman, -we are not asking for charity, nor are we attempting to take 
unfair advantage of our fellow Americans from other sections of the country. 
We are, however, asking for a loan on a businesslike basis. We think we have 
ample collateral to offer for security. In fact, if the U.S. Government had as 
ye security on all its loans, we would never need worry about the national 

I have, said many times in the past and I repeat that I do not think that 

tion, reclamation, and flood-control projects cost.the Federal Government, 

t instead pays the Goyernment. These programs are investments in the 
truest sense of the word. 

We know of some dissident groups who oppose Federal, participation in the 
San Luis project... We know also that it is impossible to meet all. the objections 
Voiced by various groups to the proposed bills for Federal participation, but we 
believe in and will support the bill that is before this committee today. 

Tn summitig up, I would respectfully repeat that— 
©)» 1, We have the need for the project. 

2 We have the know-how and the equipment to build it.. 
si 8. We have the local support for it. 7 
. 4. It would help solve our employment problem. 
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5. The existing canal pumping plant and storage site are naturals. 
6. The loan would be repaid many times over and even though no interest 
would be charged directly, over a period of years the increased taxes would 
make it one of the highest interest rates ever paid on any loan in the history 
of the world. 
Senator Anperson. The next witness will be Paul Staniford, of the 
Fresno Chamber of Commerce. 


STATEMENT OF PAUL STANIFORD, CHAIRMAN, WATER RESOURCES 
COMMITTEE, FRESNO COUNTY AND CITY CHAMBER OF COM- 


MERCE, FRESNO, CALIF. 


Mr. Srantrorp. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, m 
name is Paul Staniford. I am an attorney in Fresno, former presi- 
dent of the Fresno County and City Chamber of Commerce, and am 
now the chairman of its water resources committee. 

I appreciate very much this opportunity to appear in behalf of 
the pending bill. 

Over the west side of Fresno, Kings, and Merced Counties in the 
great San Joaquin Valley of California, in what we call the deep-well, 
critical area, there are 500,000 acres of the most productive agricul- 
tural land in all this world. It is in danger of being turned back to 
ordinary range land for cattle and sheep unless supplemental water 
is brought from the outside by means of the San Luis Reservoir and 
water distributing system. 

If that catastrophe happens, it will mean a loss of crops now grown 
in that vicinity of the value of $50 million annually. There is no 
exaggeration in assuming the possibility of such a dire result. The 
present annual overdraft of water in that area is in excess of $1 
million acre-feet—more than all the accumulation of water from all 
known present sources of supply in a year of average rainfall. I 
mean rainfall there on the valley floor and snowfall in the tributary 
mountains of the Sierra-Nevada, 

It is not to be thought that an annual curtailment of $50 million in 
farm production is a local matter. Far from that. When you take 
into account the layoff of people engaged in agricultural labor run- 
ning into thousands of people; the drop in sales and repair of agricul- 
tural equipment of all kinds; the curtailment of transportation of 
equipment, supplies, and produce; the drop in volume of crops—you 
have a pattern of loss which means ruin in parts of the immediate 

locality and which reaches out importantly to the financial centers of 
San Francisco and Los Angeles and to the economy of the entire 
region. 

The protection, against that kind of calamity is available in the 
San Luis Reservoir. There are those of us who know that 714 million 
acre-feet of water flows into San Francisco Bay through the Sacra- 
mento-San Joaquin River Delta every winter and is washed out into 
the Pacific Ocean without doing one particle of good for the land 
from which it comes. 

We know it would be nothing short of criminal folly to. propose that 
we in the affected portion of the San Joaquin Valley should do with- 
out that million acre-feet of water. It would be almost as indefen- 
sible to propose that in order to get the small part we need of that 7% 
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million acre-feet which is wasting winter after winter, we need resort 
to a new system of canals and pumping plants. 

There is no reason to duplicate and to parallel the already existing 
Delta-Mendota Canal which lies there totally unused during the 
winter season or to duplicate the seeks umping plant which lies 
unused during the same winter period. ey represent an aggregate 
investment of some $63 million. 

Those essential facilities should be put to use. They can be put to 
use for us in our mortal need by the mere construction of 3 miles of 
conduit and lift facilities to raise the water from the present level of 
the Delta-Mendota Canal to safe storage behind the San Luis Dam. 

It can be done and should be done, and the San Luis Reservoir 
and facilities should not be built for coordination with the Feather 
River project and the overall California water plan. Built with or 
for an ultimate storage capacity of 2,100,000 acre-feet, we would 
have, before it is too late, the million acre-feet to keep the critical 
500,000 acres in production. 

And against the day of need, there would be the remaining supply 
for the great region south of the Tehachapi Mountains. The critical 
area in Fresno, Kings, and Merced Counties there in the San Joaquin 
Valley needs relief now before the overdraft of our deep wells pump 
sea water or wreaks other havoc. 3 

Construction of the San Luis Dam and Reservoir, connection with 
the existing Delta-Mendota Canal, and the construction of the new 
San Duis Canal to carry the waters to those 500,000 acres will be a 
blessing and a boon, not to local people alone, but to all in the State 
and Nation who depend upon the rich produce of that land. 

Senator Anperson. Thank you very much, Mr. Staniford. Are 
there any questions? 

If not, our next witness will be Mr. Charles T. Kaljian. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES T. KALJIAN, PRESIDENT, BOARD OF 
DIRECTORS, SAN LUIS WATER DISTRICT, LOS BANOS, CALIF. 


Mr. Kaxy1an. Mr. Chairman and anya of the committee, I am 
Charles T. Kaljian, of Los Banos, Calif., president of the San Luis 
Water District. I appreciate the opportunity to again appear before 
this subcommittee to present my views, as well as the views of the 
San Luis Water District in support of the San Luis project. 

I have been a resident of California for 52 years and I am a land- 
owner of the San Luis Water District. I have farmed in other parts 
of the San Joaquin Valley. 

In my last appearance before you I enpeiern two main points, 
The first was the fact that the ae depletion of our underground 
water supplies had brought us to the point where it was questionable 


how ene crops can continue to be produced at a profit. In:this con- 


nection I pointed out that the quality of water determines the crop 

pattern. In the San Joaquin Valley successful farming requires a 

wide variety of crops. 

_ My second point related to the heavy concentrations of salt in our 

lrigation water. These concentrates are not only costly to the farmer 

mn apecement of pump parts and other well equipment, but are also 
y detrimental to the soils of the area. e continued use of 
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this highly saline water not only tends to destroy the productivity 
but will also lead to costly complications if and when water of a good 
quality becomes available. 

We have had several striking incidents in our valley where. it was 
impossible to put fresh water into the soil following the use of saline 
well water without substantial chemical treatments to the soil. 

Last year I told you that we were nearing a point where. both the 
quality of water and the cost of production was, with other farm 
costs, approaching the value of crops grown. In this ensuing year 
there has been a general agreement among the farmers in our area 
that we must take drastic steps if we are to remain in the farming 
business. We have taken those steps reluctantly realizing that if San 
Luis were authorized today construction would not provide water at 
a date earl enougis to prevent economic disaster for a substantial 
acreage within the boundaries of my district. 

We are in the process of constructing a lift system with a source 
of water at the Delta-Mendota Canal that will provide a. supplemental 
water supply for approximately 20,000 acres of land at the lower end 
of the San Luis water district. Our investment will be approximately 
$2,350,000. -The water will. be raised 390 feet in two lifts and we 
estimate the cost at roughly $15 per acre-foot. This is strictly an 
emergency project. The improved quality of water will permit a 
certain amount of diversification and so compensate in part for the 
increased cost. , 

On the other hand, we fully realize that the demands on the Delta- 
Mendota Canal through the exchange contract with Miller & Lux 
could easily reduce our, investment to a gamble in any given year 
because, lacking storage, water may or may not be available depend- 
ing on the summer flow in the delta of the Sacramento-San Joaquin 

ivers. 

To many people this is a stopgap measure designed solely to kee 
us in business until the San Luis project water hearenas available. We 
have endeavored to design this lift and distribution system so that it 
can be used when water from San Luis becomes available. 

I hope my testimony has impressed upon you gentlemen the critical 
condition in our area which is in nowise different than it is in many 
other places of the service areas of the San Lmis project. For the 
moment weare, in a sense, fortunate to be adjacent to the Delta- 
Mendota Canal: where we can utilize, in part, the water from the 
source. 

In closing, I wish a to thank the committee for the privilege of 
appearing today and I hope that my testimony has given additional 
emphasis to the critical situation that exists on the west side of the 
San Joaquin Valley. 

Thank you very much. 

Senator Anperson. Thank you very much. 

Are there any questions? (isn 

If not, the next: witness will be Mr. Butler: 
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STATEMENT OF WARREN W. BUTLER, VICE CHAIRMAN, BOARD OF 
DIRECTORS, METROPOLITAN WATE™ DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN 
CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Butt#tr. Members of the subcommittee, I appreciate the op- 
portunity to appear here today. 

My name is Warren W. Butler. I am vice chairman of the board 
of directors of the Metropolitan Water District of Southern Califor- 
nia. 

Mr. Chairman, I have here a prepared statement. However, be- 
cause of the discusion that came up here this afternoon, I would like 
to make a brief comment. So that no one will be fearful, let me 
say first that I do not think that this difficulty that arose here this 
afternoon need in any way disturb the amicable agreement that we 
have reached within the State. We have, however, developed a prob- 
lem here this afternoon. I would like to point out how it came 
about. 

In this discussion last Friday, at no time was the difference in the 
two sizes of the canal mentioned that I can recall. The only thing 
that was mentioned was this matter of the reservoir, whether the 
foundation should be built to the extent that it could be later enlarged. 
To my knowledge, that was the only thing that we had in mind. 
While I am in a sense going out on a limb, I believe that we can 
accept the amendment which Senator Kuchel suggests here. I think 
it is fair and reasonable. Let us hope that we do not have to come 
to that alternative. It would be a tragedy if we have to. But it is 
conceivable that we could. 

In this discussion, we had this sort of a situation. This $10,800,000 
figure was mentioned. We began discussing what the situation might 
be in the alternative that this Becoriss necessary, We said, “Well, the 
State has quite a lot of money tied up in acquiring this site, and has 
certain other ee in this year’s budget.” 

Unfortunately, I think the amount that would be available was 
somewhat exaggerated at that time, through a misunderstanding. But 
in any event, as I find out now, it will be the $6 million, and perhaps 
somewhat more. We have suggested to Mr. Banks the possibility 
of earmarking this investment fund so that there would be an ade- 
quate amount to meet this situation. It is my hope that something 
like that can be worked out. If so, this provision should not be a 
serious one for the Federal Government because the site, which is 
worth a lot of money, and these additional funds, would be made 
available. I think it is conceivable that.a very amicable agreement 
could be worked out on that basis, if the general agreement for some 
reason falls by the wayside. 

have only one ee further in that respect. I gathered from 
what Mr. Dominy said here, that the Bureau and/or the Bureau of 
the Budget might suggest a further change in this language. If 
that is done, we would appreciate having the opportunity to comment 
upon whatever changes are suggested. 
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Senator Anprrson. Mr. Dominy gave you the language this 
morning. 

Mr. Bewehi That is, to an extent, true. But it was sort of an 
“iffy” situation, as I understood him. 

enator ANnDErsoNn. I thought he said either the Department of 
the Interior or the Bureau of the Budget suggested some language. 
He had the language available. If you want to comment on it this 
is as good a time as any. You can supply a comment, if you wish. 

Mr. Butter. We would like to aad in a written communication. 

Senator ANpERSON. Very well. 

Mr. Butter. The Metropolitan Water District of Southern Cali- 
fornia is a political subdivision in the State of California operatin 
in five major counties of that State, and organized for the purpose o 
providing supplementary water supplies to our member agencies on 
the coastal plain of southern California. We appreciate the time the 
committees of the U.S. Senate and House of Representatives are givin, 
to consideration of one of the important phases of the many-side 
State of California water problem. Iam pleased to appear today not 
only to comment on the bill before you, but also to discuss the relation- 
ship which the project proposed unavoidably has to the entire Cali- 
fornia water problem, including the necessity of major future deliver- 
ies of supplementary supplies into southern California. 

The Metropolitan Water District strongly favors the construction 
of the San Luis Reservoir. However, we have found it necessary to 
urge certain amendments we are convinced are necessary to protect 
the people served by our district. Our board does not now and never 


has opposed the owners of the 500,000 acres in this project obtainin 
the benefits of the Federal ineneing, including the advancements 0 
or 


money without payment of interest for constructing these works. But 
we have been concerned that the San Luis service area shall not receive 
what they desire on a basis that might seriously jeopardize the interest 
of approximately 7 million people who live in our district, as well as 
considerable other southern California territories south of the Kings 
County line proposed to be served by a State water development 
project. 

e have, we think, made every effort to be reasonable in a manner 
consistent with the basic interests of our people. We gladly acceded 
to the request of Governor Brown that we meet with the people con- 
cerned on both sides of these issues. Some agreements have been 
reached which, if agzenanie to Congress, we think can be the means of 
reaching an honorable compromise in which all parties concerned can 
have faith. 

The following is our understanding of the points involved in this 
compromise : 

1. Recognition that a contract for construction and operation of 
works jointly required by the Federal and State projects on a fair 
and equitable basis is most essential, and that all parties will cooperate 
in seeking a successful conclusion of negotiations for such a contract. 

2. The deadline date for negotiation of such contract as set in the 
bill will be amended to January 1, 1962, but that construction may 
begin as soon as a contract is signed and money is provided. 
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‘We earnestly hope that this can be much earlier than the deadline 
date because of the dire need for. water supplies in some of the areas 
involved. 

3. As a measure to increase confidence and avoid misunderstanding, 
the language of section 7 of S. 1887 of the last congressional session 
would be restored, so that the point at which Federal laws will cease 
to apply and State laws will prevail is clearly and unmistakably set 
forth. In view of the confusion which now exists in many fields over 
the applicability of Federal and State laws, we think this provision 
would greatly increase the confidence of our people in the legislation. 

Let me say parenthetically, gentlemen, that our concern south of 
the Tehatchapie does not involve this 160-acre limitation as it does 
north of the ahatchanie. What we are concerned about is like the 
man who has two bosses. Sometimes he does not know what to do. 
If you only have one, then you have a situation that is easier to work 
with. 

4, Our people attach great importance to the assurance that the 
joint facilities, including chiefly the San Luis Reservoir and the main 
transmission canal, be adequate in size and that both the Federal 
Government and the State have equal rights in their use consistent 
with such reasonable operating conditions as may be set forth in the 
contract. Together, with provisions of the bill as now drawn, this 
can be assured if all parties will reasonably cooperate in the contract 
negotiations. 

5. The State administration to cause to be introduced and pressed 
for passage a bill authorizing that when a contract is negotiated and 
entered into, title to the site of the San Luis Reservoir may be either 
transferred by the State to the Federal Government or jointly shared 
as the congressional bill and/or the terms of the contract may dictate. 

May we emphasize that good faith and reasonableness on both sides 
is essential to the success of this compromise. They will continue 
to be necessary and definite as the passage of this bill, signing of the 
contract and construction of the works, by no means, settle all prob- 
lems that will necessarily arise from time to time. 

These joint works will form, so to speak, the neck of the bottle 
through which a vast amount of water out of the Sacramento-San 
Joaquin Delta area must be delivered in the future to a vast additional 
area of the San Joaquin Valley and other portions of central and 
southern California, and in addition to the 500,000 acres of the San 
Luis service area. ‘Thus, the design of this neck of the bottle and its 
future operanonn policies become of exceptional importance. We 
would like to stress this fact to Congress and the Department of the 
Interior in their actions in drafting this legislation, and the subse- 
quent terms of the contract. Because this neck of the bottle situation, 
and the fact that the 500,000 acres constitute only a minor fraction 
of the.area to be served by the two governments, our board of direc- 
tors feels that actual operation of joint facilities after completion of 
construction should be a function of the California State Department 
of Water Resources as made possible by section 3, paragraph D, of 
the bill as now drawn. 

This authority should. be retained in the bill. This congressional 
legislation should not result in any preferences to the Federal Gov- 
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ernment’s contractors to receive water made available by the San Luis 
project over the rights of the Staté contractors to receive water made 
available by the Feather River-Delta diversion projects. The relative 
rates to such water, with due securities to all parties concerned, should 
be established under State law. So that there may be no chanice of 
misunderstanding, let me say that the terms of the compromise hereii 
described apply to S. 44 and H.R. 301 as they are now drawn or as 
the compromise terms propose that they be modified. : 

_ Our board of directors has sppeetey the compromise on this basis. 
T£ the legislation, both Federal and State, is approved'and the con- 
tract drawn and signed, may we point out that it is of extreme im- 
portance that funds to begin work be provided at the earliest possible 
date. Both in the San Luis service area and in portions of the area 
to be served by the State, the point of extreme need has already been 
reached. 

This is a matter of concern to all of California because of the sig: 
nificance to our whole economy. Now that agreement has been 
reached, every effort should be made to realize the benefits to our econ- 
omy which it will make possible. We join with the others interested 
in urging all speed on provisions for financing. 

Thank you. 

Senator Anperson. I was just looking at one part of your state- 
ment, in which you say : 

Because of the neck of the bottle situation, and the fact that 500,000 acres 
constitute only a minor oes of the area to be served by the two governments, 
our board of directors feels actual operation of the joint facilities after com- 
pletion of construction should be a function of the California State Department 
of boom Resources as made possible by section 3, paragraph D of the bill as 
now arawn. 

The Secretary may turn over to the State the care, operation or maintenance 
of any works of the San Luis unit which are used jointly by the United States 
and the State at such time and under such conditions as shall be agreed upon be- 
tween the Secretary and the State. 

Do you regard that as a commitment to turn over any part of them! 

Mr. Butter. No, Mr. Chairman. We are satisfied with the lan- 
guage as drawn. Weare only expressing the hope that it will be pos- 
sible to do what is permitted there. We are not asking that that be 
made mandatory at all. 

Senator Anperson. I read it this way, that it says 500,000 acres 
constitute only a minor fraction of the area to be served by the two 
ee our board of directors feels actual operation of joint 

acilities, aftér completion of construction, should bea function of the 
California State Department of Water Resources. 

Mr. Burter. The term “actual operation” should be understood in 
the light of the language that is actually in the bill. It is just an 
expression of opinion, that is all. 

nator AnprRson. You have set forth a lot of things that you 
understand to be in the agreement? 

Mr. Boutizr. Yes. 

Senator Anverson. You do not understand this to be any part of 
the agreement ? 

Mr. Burtar. No. But it can be made part of the agreement, and 
We are just expressing the hope that it will be, that is all. 

Senator Anperson. Are there any questions? 
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Senator Kucuen. No questions. 
, Senator ANpEerson. Senator Allott? , 

Senator Auuorr. Mr, Butler, I would like to make a remark. You 
have made a fine statement, I think your presence here, today falls 
upon sympathetic ears. I only hope when we come to the develop- 
ment of the upper Colorado we will find your metropolitan water 
district in sympathy with the development of that part of the Colo- 
rado River, too. | 

Mr. Butter. Senator, I would be happy to sit down and discuss 
that subject with you. 

Let me say here that we have a problem on the Colorado River, too. 
It is a water-quality problem. You might with one project not have 
very much effect on that, but we are concerned with the whole situa- 
tion with respect to water quality. I do not want to complicate this 
discussion by a lot of talk about the Colorado River, But, as I say. 
at any time, at your convenience, I will be happy to sit down an 
discuss the problem with you. 

Senator cnomra I want to say with all frankness it is not the mat- 
ter of having an opportunity to discuss that I am concerned about; 
Iam more concerned about a little sympathy. 

Senator Anperson. It is a good statement and we appreciate your 
being here today. | 
The next witness will be Mr. Bottorff of Bakersfield. 


STATEMENT OF ALLEN BOTTORFF, REPRESENTING KERN COUNTY 
FARM BUREAU, WATER PROBLEMS DEPARTMENT 


Mr. Borrorrr. Mr. Chairman and honorable committee members, 
Iam Allen Bottorff of Bakersfield, Calif. I am a farmer, and I rep- 
resent the Kern County Farm Bureau, being chairman of this organi- 
zation’s water problems department. I have with me today Mr, 
Stanley Kronick, of Sacramento, upon whom we have relied for 
cialized counsel with respect to legislation concerning the preposed 
San Luis Unit. I am en authorized to speak for the California 
Farm Bureau Federation on this subject. 

It is possible for me to be quite brief today. Your committee has 
at other times received our views on proposed San Luis Unit legis- 
lation, both in 1956 and 1958, We wish to thank you again for this 
added opportunity to state our position. 

It is our understanding that the amendments offered by Senators 
Kuchel and Engle will conform with an agreement reached by the 
spokesmen for the various interests and areas of California on 
13 and will cause the Senate bill to read substantially as bills intro- 
duced in the House‘as follows: H.R. 5681, H.R. 5682, H.R. 5684, and 
H.R. 5687, The bill, with these amendments, is compatible with what 
we have encouraged as proper authorizing legislation. , 

I might say I believe substantially the amendments referred to here 
reno are the same ones that I referred to as part of these 




































Senator Anperson. You understand, though, the agreement that 
you say was reached here did not, necessarily, extend to the congres- 
sional committee. 

Mr. Borrorrr. We recognize, of course, Senator Anderson, that. 
point, but what we are saying here has to do with the: language of 
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something that we specifically think of in line with thinking we have 
had for some considerable period on the subject before you today, 
and on which you have a great deal of evidence, as you will recall, 

Senator Anperson. Yes, indeed. We would respect your right to 
have us take that into consideration. I just wanted to say that we 
have an obligation to try to report the bill out in what we regard as 
proper language. I did not want yo to regard the fact that we kept 
quiet as a concession that we would report it just the way you wanted 
it. You know we are likely to do most anything with it, although 
we are going to try to be as careful as we can. 

Mr. Borrorrr. I do recall, however, that we talked together on the 
subject of the desirability of having an agreement, and there were 
other points we had which were quite compatible with yours, I know, 

Construction of the San Luis project as a joint State-Federal 
undertaking in order to achieve economic and comprehensive develop- 
ment is unique, yet practical, and should be encouraged. The San 
Luis project is a vital key in that portion of the State’s water de- 
velopment program which would provide a water supply to many 
water deficient areas in southern California and to thirsty lands in 
Kern County. Through the State participation in the project, as 
contemplated by S. 44 as amended, the facilities for joint use by the 
State and the United States will be constructed so as to permit the 
transportation of water from the delta to Kern County and southern 
California. These same joint-use facilities also will be utilized by 
the Government to meet the critical water requirements of the area 
which is commonly called the west side of the San Joaquin Valley. 

We are happy to endorse S. 44 as amended by the originally pro- 
posed amendments of Senator Kuchel and Senator Engle and we 
would strongly urge the enactment. 

I would also like to introduce Mr. Vance Webb, supervisor from 
Kern County. He has presented the position insofar as general 
peineipics are concerned which are substantially in agreement with 

he positions we have found possible to bring together in the last 
week, And also Mr. William E. Moore, Jr., who has asked that ! 
present for him a statement to be filed for the record following my 
remarks, 

Senator Anperson. Thank you. 

Mr. Borrorrr. That completes my statement, Mr. Chairman, and! 
thank you very much for the opportunity to be here before you today. 
Senator Anperson. May I in turn thank you for a statement that 
you were able to keep so brief and Pesce as a fine statement. 
Mr. Borrorrr. I sincerely hope that what it says will be seriously 
taken into consideration. 
Senator Anperson. This is a fine thing and we appreciate tt. 
Thank you. 
(Mr. al statement is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM BH. Moore, Jr., on S. 44 


My name is William B. Moore, Jr., of Bakersfield, Calif. I am a member of 
the Kern County Water Commission and represent a group of farmers in the 
south end of the San Joaquin Valley in the Wheeler Ridge-Maricopa area. 
people are now in the final stages of organizing a water storage district of the 
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same name, for the purpose of receiving a substantial supply of supplemental 
water. i 

For the record, I would like to state that we in our area are in favor of S. 44 
as amended by the authors on this date, March 16, 1959. 

It is recognized that the Bureau of Reclamation has done a wonderful job in 
California with the building of the. Central Valley project. Nevertheless, despite 
this fine effort, the water problem in California has become our’ State’s No. 1 
problem. It must be solved and, in my opinion, this solution will take the com- 
bined efforts of all levels of government—Federal, State, .and. local. 

In our area, Kern County, time is running out and we are facing an extremely 
éritical situation. Our engineers tell us that the overdrafts on our primary 
source of water is approaching 700,000 to 750,000 acre-feet annually. Today, we 
are not only looking for the first project to bring supplemental water to our 
area, but also the second. 

The farmers and businessmen of Kern County are confident that Governor 
Brown, Harvey Banks, and the California Department of Water Resources will 
solve our problems most efficiently within a reasonable length of time; but they 
will do so Only with the use of the San Luis damsite ‘for storage and water 
regulatory purposes. We, too, however, recognize the similar plight of our 
neighbors to the north who in turn also need the San Luis damsite as part of 
the Central Valley project. 

Gentlemen, with this general picture, I am sure that you understand our need 
for national legislation that allows a fair and equitable partnership arrange- 
ment between the State and the United States. We feel that S. 44 in its amended 
form is that necessary legislation. If authorized under this bill, California 
and the United States will have an integrated project which will have many 
practical benefits to all parties concerned. It will be a new development in 
State-Federal relationship—one that has been long needed and one that will 
have everlasting benefits. Thank you; gentlemen, for the few minutes of your 
time. It is sincerely appreciated, as I know that these are busy times for the 
Senate. 


Senator ANpEeRsoN. The next witness will be Mr. Charles Bates. 


STATEMENT OF G. W. BATES, SECRETARY-MANAGER, CENTRAL 
CALIFORNIA IRRIGATION DISTRICT 


Mr. Bates. Mr. Chairman, my name is C. W. Bates. I am secre- 
tary-manager of the Central California Irrigation District. Before 
— with my formal statement, which is very brief, I would 
ike to introduce the president of the board of directors of the Central 
California Irrigation District, Mr. Lawrence Wolfson, and also our 
director, Mr. Herman Willis. 

As I had the honor and pleasure of appearing before this committee 
almost exactly a year ago today on Senate bill 1887, I will not take 
up your valuable time with.a repetition of the testimony given at that 
hearing, which is already on record. 

The gist of the testimony a year ago was that there are more than 
7,000 farmers, farming an area of approximately 350,000 acres on the 
west side of the San Jeoquin Valley which lands are at a lower eleva- 
tion than the lands within the San Luis unit project area. These 
farmers sincerely believe that protection should be given to their lands 
from the drainage necessarily resulting from the application of new- 
ly imported water supplies in large quantities on the higher elevation 
lands of the San Luis unit project area. 

As a result of a recognition of this need by all parties concerned 
S. 44 now contains essentially the protection which we feel is necessary. 

Since properly my statement, I believe, without qualification the 
amendment has been presented by Senator Kuchel in S. 44 to take this 
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ment.that Senator Kuchel read. It provides— 

In the event the State.of California does got construct the master drainage 
and disposal channel which we hope and believe will be the case, the San Luis 
unit will at least take care of the drainage arising from its own area, and in 
conjunction with section 4 of 8. 44 allow possible joint usage of the facilities so 
constructed. 

In other words, the bill now provides with the amendment that if 
the State of California does not construct the master drain, the San 
’ Luis unit farmers will take care of their own drainage, which satis- 
factorily meets the requirements of our area. 

Thank you, sir, a : : 

Seantor Anperson. The provision that has been suggested 1s satis- 
factory to you? ; 

Mr. Bares. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Anpzrson, Thank you very much. 

The next witness will be Mr. Peterson. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM S. PETERSON, GENERAL MANAGER AND 
CHIEF ENGINEER, DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND POWER OF THE 
CITY OF. LOS ANGELES, CALIF. 


Mr, Pzrerson. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is William S. Peterson. I am general manager and chief engi- 
neer of the Department of Water and Power of the city of Los Angeles 
and will present the viewpoints of that organization. 

I am very pleased to appear on behalf of S. 44 as recently amended, 
and I am referring to the amendments which Senator Kuchel pro- 
posed at the begi of this afternoon’s session, and join with many 
other interested agencies who have come into agreement on these 
recent amendments and who are urging the passage of this bill, I 
commend the Governor of California and his representatives in hav- 
ing a responsible part in bringing about this agreement of various 
interests 


into consideration, which does essentially as follows, with the amend- 


In line with my previous testimony on the bills for the San Luis 
project, my chief concern has been that the right of the state to an 
adequate share of the full development of the San Luis Reservoir be 
ee until State legislation could be consummated on the Feather 

iver project. I believe that the bill, S, 44, as presently amended, and 


the significant support it is receiving, will expedite the necessary State 
ation so that the combination of the January ae cutoff date 


and the mandatory design and construction so that the project may be 
either expanded tothe ultimate capacity or built initially to the ulti- 
mate en protect the State’s interests, 

I would to add a ee comment. In connection with 
the Friday meeting which Mr. Butler made reference to, my, ideas aré 
very similar, because at that meeting when we were discussing the 
“shall” instead of the “may” clause in the first: section, the point could 
be made that our only discussion pertained to a portion of the com- 
mittee report which cited the 10-million-some-odd-thousand dollars 
as being the extra expense of this. As you have developed here, that 
applies to the dam and reservoir. 
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I might say that I believe our position would still remain the same 
if the new proposal of Senator Kuchel to limit that “shall” to the 
dam and reservoir facilities—that would, I think, cover the ground. 

As a word of caution, I could only add that you also check into the 

uestion of the relative timing, I might say, of the reservoir construc- 
tion and the canal construction, to see that there are no inconsistencies. 

Senator Anperson. Would it be fair to assume that one of the thin 

ou had in mind was that since you had moved this date by which the 
State must accept it to January 1, 1962, that if the project were to 
be approved and authorized, with appropriations made for it, the 
Department of the Interior could go ahead in even 1960 and start 

ding the dam and would not have to wait for the State? 

Mr. n. That, I think, is correct. 

I would again say that in the action that was taking place, it was 
our intent, reading from our own personal files on this subject, that 
we were considering that it was in line with the committee’s findings, 
which Senator Kuchel read to you as paragraphs 6 and 7 of the com- 
mittee report. ‘That is where it said that with or without agreement 
with the State, the San Luis unit reservoir and other facilities should 
be designed to provide an. ultimate storage capacity of at least 2 
million acre-feet, even though only about half that volume is re- 
quired for the San Luis unit area. ‘That pretty closely ties it in again 
with the reservoir. That is importantly mentioned there. 

In the same way, seven might be read in, too. That is in line with 
what our intent was. 

We are also pleased to have a direct statement in the bill to clarify 
the fact that the areas served by the State project will not be subject 
to the 160-acre limitation under Federal reclamation law. The use 
of section 7 of S. 1887 of last year is satisfactory 

Again I request that favorable action be taken on S. 44 as either 
now or prospectively to be amended, 

Ithank your committee for the opportunity of appearing before you. 

Senator Kucuet. I want to th you also, Mr. Peterson. I have 
had a chance to sit and talk with ‘you on many occasions about this. 
I think that this very happy situation is in great part because of excel- 
lent engineers like you. 

Mr. Pererson. Thank ou. 

Senator Anperson. I do not want to leave someone out. Is there 
someone who has a statement, with reference to the San Luis project. 
who has not had an opportunity to make it but who desires to make it i 

Hearing none, we will close that part of the hearing. 

Senator Kucuer. Mr. Chairman, may I take just 30 seconds? 
am not going to make a speech, but this chapter in my life is 
temporary at best.. I want to thank the people in this room from 
California who have seen to it that’ this piece of legislation receives 
the support of all of them, I mean it. ‘I think it is great. 
California is fortunate that: reasonable men with the interest. of the 
State of California uppermost in their minds have been able to fashion 
pace of legislation that I think now has very excellent opportunity 
assing. 
Tothat extent, it is going to help all of us. 
thank you as one of the Senators in the Congress. 
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(Senator Anderson, at the request of Senator Kuchel, subsequently 
ordered the following memorandum printed in the hearing record :) 


U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
March 20, 1959. 
Memorandum to Senator Anderson, 

I have reviewed the record of the hearing on S. 44, to authorize the San Luis 
unit, Central Valley project, California, together with Associate Commissioner 
Dominy’s letter to you of March 19. My particular attention was directed to an 
- analysis of the cost involved in the amendments, principally to section 1, with 
respect to the authorization for construction by the Secretary of the Interior of 
the joint-use facilities. I come up with these figures, which appear to me to be 
controlling : 

1. The authorization for appropriations in section 6 of the bill is $290,430,000, 

2. Included in this total of $290,480,000 are: (a) $10,814,000 for footings and 
other facilities of San Luis Dam, whereby the capacity may be increased from 1 
million acre-feet to 2,001,000 acre-feet (i) if the State comes into the project, or 
(ii) if the service area of the San Luis project is extended to the Avanol Gap 
area in the southern San Joaquin Valley; 

(b) Four million dollars for additional capacity or facilities at the Tracy 
pumping plant, under either of the conditions mentioned in (@); and 

(c) Two million eight hundred and eighty-seven dollars for San Luis modifica- 
tions in the event the enlargement project is developed. 

The total of these figures provided for in the $290,430,000 authorization for 
appropriations is $17,701,000. 

8. This $290,430,000 appears to be an absolute limitation so far as the facilities 
mentioned with the respective amounts estimated. Any additional facilities, 
such as further enlargement of existing canals or additional canals would re 
quire reauthorization by the Congress. It is estimated that in event the State 
project comes in an additional $5 to $8 million would be required to finance extra 
outlet capacity in the dam, 

4, The State of California has been engaged in the purchase of: the right- 
of-way for the dam and reservoir and it has generally been the understanding 
that it would make the contribution of the cost of the right-of-way to its share of 
the additional cost of the projected facilities of the dam and reservoir in 
connection with the possible cost of extra outlet capacity in the dam, in the 
event the State comes into the project. 

5. Because of the sharing of the cost of San Luis Dam and Reservoir and 
other joint-use facilities, it is estimated that the cost to the United States 
of the San Luis unit will be reduced to something like $230 or $240 million 
because of the State’s assumption of its share. 

6. The best engineering advice that can be gotten is that enlargement of the 
San Luis Canal to accommodate the State’s Feather River project would be in- 
feasible. Therefore, the permissive language that the Secretary may construct 
joint-use facilities, other than the San Luis Dam and Reservoir, should be 
construed to authorize the Secretary to act as the constructing agent in con- 
nection with the State project. The permissive “may”, in this connection, 
is interpreted to mean just that. In other-words, a second canal as a part 
of the State project would be constructed only if the State put up the money 
for that purpose. 

In reviewing the transcript and the Domimy letter of March 19, as well a8 
checking personally with reclamation personnel, I am convinced that the amend- 
ments to section 1 fully safeguard the maximum authorization of $290,430,000 
for the construction of the Federal San Luis unit as a maximum, and that any 
departures or substantial modifications of the construction items listed will 
require congressional authorization or approval. 

In other words, the suggestion that the project might involve a Federal ex- 
penditure upward of $400 million or so has been eliminated by the m 
amendments in the committee print, supplemented by the explanations I have 
summarized in this memorandum. 

GoopricH W. LINEWEAVEB. 


Senator Anperson. A telegram dated March 16, 1959, signed by 
Paul S. Taylor, of Berkeley, Calif., will be placed in the record at 
this point. 
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(The telegram referred to follows :) 


BERKELEY, Cauir., March 16, 1959. 
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Senate Irrigation and Reclamation Subcommittee, 
Benate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 

Am forwarding promptly a statement opposing restriction of Warren Recla- 
mation Act of 1911 as proposed in San Luis project bill H.R. 301 and favoring 
Federal construction of entire project. Please hold record open briefly to permit 
statements inclusion in printed hearings. Regret cannot come to Washington 
to appear personally. 

Pau. 8. TayYor. 


See appendix for the statement submitted by Mr. Taylor.) 
enator AnpErson. That will conclude the hearings for today. 
(Whereupon, at 5:05 p.m. the committee was recessed subject to 
call of the chairman.) 
Senator Anverson. I declare this hearing recessed, subject to the 
call of the Chair. 
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TUESDAY, MARCH 24, 1959 
U.S. Senate, 


CoMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND InsuLaR AFFarrs, 
Washington, D.C. 

(By direction of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
in executive session on March 24, 1959, the following colloquy in 
connection with the consideration of S. 44.is made a part of the 
public record of committee action in reporting favorably on the 
measure :) 

The committee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a.m., in room 3110, New 
oe Office Building, Senator James E. Murray (chairman) pre- 
siding. 

Besant Senators Murray, Anderson, O’Mahoney, Bible, Neu- 
berger, Carroll, Church, Moss, Kuchel, Allott, and Martin. 

Also present: Richard L. Callaghan, staff director; Stewart French 
chief ae James H. Gamble and Goodrich W. Lineweaver, staff 
members. 

The Cuatrman. The meeting will come to order, please. 

* : * cd cd * * * 


Senator Anperson. Now, Mr. Chairman, we come to a third bill 
which is S. 44, to authorize the San Luis unit, Ceritral Valley project, 
California. I guess we should allow Senator Kuchel to speak about it. 

I do want to say for myself that the San Luis unit is one which 
T had the petvileg of carefully inspecting because it involved a total 
of $290 million as a Federal undertaking alone, and, if combined with 
the State project, involved a total of $480 million. I thought a project 
that ran nearly ‘half a billion dollars was one I wanted to see myself, 
if I could do so. 

I have been not only all over the area where the canals are to be 
constructed, but I have gone to the Tracy pumping plant. I have 
followed the Delta-Mendota Canal up to the spot where water will 
be taken from it and put into a lift that would raise it up into the 
San Luis Dam and Reservoir. I have flown around the area of the 
San Luis Reservoir and then returned and followed the canal line 
on down into the afea which would eventually take the water probably 
down to Los Angeles if the large State project is constructed, or per- 
haps int6 the Kern County area or something of that nature. 

But at léast I can say I have been over the project. I want to put 
into the record that I endorse the project strongly, that I completely 
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endorse this bill, and that I hope it may be reported to the Senate as 
unanimously by this committee this year as it was last year. 

It passed the Senate last year after some discussion. It is a better 
project this year than it was last year because every year you delay 
the construction of works of this nature, the more desperate the situa- 
tion becomes as to certain additional works that may be constructed 
in the future. 

. I am referring, for example, to the groups who were represented 
-here. 

It is a strange thing for a person like me from an area that is devoid 
of water in certain spots to find a State like California that has got too 
much of it in spots. Under this situation, it needs to bring the water 
up and put it into a large reservoir and then possibly take it out of 
the other end of that reservoir and pour it down into another area for 
use on the lands that are involved in that irrigation project. 

This is a sample of intelligent planning on the part of the Federal 
Government plus, I think, good planning on the part of the State of 
California. 

I use the word “good” only because California has not yet com- 
pletely ree in this San Luis project. When it does and takes its 
share of.it, I think it will be an extremely fine project. 

I am happy, of course, to yield to my good friend from California 
who, with Aeaator Engle, has worked ard to bring out a bill on 
which the State of California finds itself in general agreement. 

I would like the record to show that, as chairman of the subcom- 
mittee on irrigation and reclamation, I would commend the two 
California Senators who put in a lot of time on this bill, and helped us 


by oe a fight over the distribution of this water by putting in 


language that I think is satisfactory to all concerned. 
enator Kuchel, I am glad to give you the floor. 

Senator Kucuex. Once again I am grateful to the distinguished 
Senator from New Mexico for the monumental assistance he has 
given to the people of California in an attempt to make progress and 
to solve this continuing basic problem of water. 

Senator Anperson. I wonder if I could be excused because there 
may be discussion of the amendments and I would like to be reported, 
Mr. Chairman, as voting in favor of all these amendments. I hope 
that there will go into the record this language with an explanation 
of why it is going in, and I would like very much to be recorded as 
voting in favor of the bill, if I may, on the final report. 

ae LinEWEAvVER. You mean the amendments in the committee 

rint 
. Senator Anperson, Yes. 

Senator O’Manonzy. And no others? 

Senator Anperson. No others. 

I think, for the record, I had better say what my problem has been: 

I would like to see the project. developed so that the State can jom 
with it. Therefore, I would like to see the dam, when the first con- 
struction is done on it, built so it Jater conld fit into the State nlan and 
the reservoir have a capacity of 2,100,000 acre-feet of sto rather 
than 1 million acre-fec* of storage as planned for the San Luis unit 
alone... But: I, would not want to commit the Federal Government 0 
aa a. big dam uniess the State of California was going to put up 
its share. 
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Senator O’Manoney. Are those figures to be in the report ? 

Senator Anpersow: The report is going to be worked out to show 
that the bill authorizes a $290 million project, which includes $10,800,- 
000 for the basis for enlargement of the foundations and footings for 
the dam. That is what the Bureau of Reclamation recommended, 
and that is what I think this committee would be wise to do. 

There is no disagreement between Senator Kuchel and myself. 
The only misunderstanding was as to language. I believe the best way 
to clarify the language is by the report. 

I might say to the Senator from Wyoming I hope he takes a good 
look at the report, too, because it is going to be shown by Senator 
Kuchel to Senator Allott. I made a commitment to Senator Allott 
that he would have a chance to look at the language. It is going to be 
seen by Senator Bible, and I would be very happy if the Senator from 
Wyoming would take a look at it also. 

enator O’Manoney. I notice that on page 2, lines 17 and 18, the 
amendment contains the alternative language which was suggested by 
Senator Kuchel at the last meeting when this was diechand by sub- 
stituting for “the joint-use facilities” the words— 
the joint-use facilities consisting of the dam and reservoir shall be constructed 
and its joint-use facilities may be constructed so as to permit future expansion. 

That seems to meet all the objections that were raised at that time. 

Senator Anperson. I surely appreciate that statement from the 
Senator from Wyoming. 

Senator O’Manoney. But I notice this is the Committee Print No. 
1. The print we had at our last meeting showed amendments. So is 
this not Committee Print No. 2? 

Senator Anperson. This is the same text, I think. 

Senator Kucuen. Mr. Chairman, I want to thank also my good 
friend the able senior Senator from Wyoming for participating in the 
hearings and in helping to eliminate the question which arose when 
we did have the hearings a couple of weeks ago. 

Mr. Chairman, the bill, in effect, authorizes the Secretary of the 
Interior to construct the San Luis unit of the Central Valley project. 
That unit to become an integral part of the Central Valley project, 
which is a Federal reclamation project operating in the two great 
valleys of California. Meanwhile, the people of the State, through 
their State government, have gone forward in the development of 

lans for a series of water projects to be developed and built by the 
tate to bring pcleenibnitt water to those areas which need it by 
treason of the tremendous increase in population in my State. 

The State water plan, as conceived by the State government, is an 
$11 billion undertaking. A portion of the State water plan is termed 
the Feather River project. In a word, a State project by which 
supplemental northern water would be transported over the mountains 
or around the coastline of Santa Barbara and Ventura Counties into 
all the areas of southern California, to be used in the main, of course 
for supplying supplemental water for people and for industry as well 
as for agriculture. 

_ These two ete projects, one a Federal project and one a State 
project, would cross at the San Luis Reservoir site, Here is one in- 
ince where the Supreme Being saw fit to place in the mountains at 
Luis an admirable site for a storage reservoir. 
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Thus, working together, the people representing the State and the 
people representing the Dodetel Ghaveensak conceived the idea of an 
integrated reservoir which would supply storage needs for both the 
Federal reclamation project and the State project. 

Thus, as has been previously suggested by the Senators from New 
Mexico and Wyoming, this legislation would authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior to construct a dam of the size necessary for the Federal 
project but upon a foundation large enough and strong enough to 
permit subsequent enlargement so that the State, paying for that 
enlargement, would be able to utilize the storage reservoir as a part 
of the Feather River project when it comes into being. 

Senator Brste. at is the date by which they must meet that 
agreement ? 

Senator Kucuet. The bill provides that the agreement must be 
reached by the first day of January 1962. In the interim period of 
time a general election will have held. The State legislature 
now is in its general session. 

The Governor of California, appearing and testifying in favor 
of the legislation here before us, indicated that he had complete op- 
timism that the legislature would proceed with the required State 
legislation to implement this bill. Beyond that he expects the State to 
pass such legislation as would require the people’s approval to raise 
those moneys by a bond issue which would be necessary to carry on 
the Feather River project. 

In connection with the statement I made just a2 moment ago about 
the Secretary’s authority to construct this dam and to construct it in 
a fashion to permit subsequent enlargement, I would like to read the 
letter of Assistant Secretary of the Interior Aandahl, which was re- 
ceived by the committee at the committee’s request : 

Deak Senator ANpERsON: The language of Committee Print No. 1 on 8. 4 
in lines 17-20, page 2, provides that the San Luis Dam and Reservoir shall be 
constructed so as to permit future expansion. We assume this language applies 
to panera to accommodate the State plan rather than an enlarged Federal 

rojec 
x “ee informed by the Bureau of Reclamation, and I agree, that in the event 
the Bureau of Reclamation so constructs the San Luis Dam, the provisions to 
permit future expansion will be generally as follows: 
1. Installation of outlet works in the initial structure of sufficient capacity 
to accommodate ultimate use ; 
*2. Acquisition of lands and rights-of-way to elevations ample to accom 
modate the 2,100,000 acre-foot reservoir ; and 
8. Construction of those elements of the dam, such as the cutoff trench 
and the impervious core that would be extremely difficult and costly to 
modify later, to specifications that would serve the larger dam structure, 

I am advised further by the Bureau that if provision were to be made for 
enlargement the main structure would not be constructed initially to the base 
width necessary for the higher dam. Several minor saddle dams would also be 
involved in construction of a 1 million aere-foot reservoir. _These would be con 
structed in the most economical manner to permit their later enlargement. 


I want, of course, that that be made a part of the report at this point 
so that the intent by which this legislation would be considered het 
and, I — in the Congress generally, would be clear and. unmistakable. 

The bill thus provides for a-contract to be entered into, with the 


State under which the dam to a capacity of 2,100,000 acre-feet. would 


be constructed. It provides for the transfer of title of the necessary 
real property interests from the State to the Federal Government, 
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and it has adequate and reasonable provision for. operation of, the 
reservoir. Dsus 

This, Mr. Chairman, represents, I think, an admirable ‘wpe of 
cooperation between the two levels of government, Federal and State 
It provides for an equitable cost-sharing between them. It. also pro- 
vides that if the State were to be unable to come into any agreement, 
then the Secretary, as a Federal project alone, would commence con- 
struction of the project, but in no event should such construction 
commence until 90 days after the Secretary has reported to the 


Congrers. rat ) 

is legislation has been approved by the Department of the 
Interior, the Budget Bureau, the Governor of California and, in 
essence, by this committee and by the Senate last year. 

I want to say very frankly that, in my judgment, the reason that 
this long overdue legislation has not previously been written into 
law by the Congress has been because of a sectional dispute, sometimes 
bitter, between people in the north of my State and people in the south, 
But I am delighted to tell you that, as a result of a series of confer- 
ences in which I participated last. week or the week before last, the 
people representing the various sections of the State have agreed to 
urge, on a unanimous basis, favorable consideration of this legislation 
by the Congress. 

Two more things ought to be mentioned. 

An amendment was proposed by both the Senators from California, 
which is in the bill now before us, to make crystal-clear that reclama- 
tion law will apply to all waters flowing from San Luis Dam which 
serve the Federal Central Valley project, and, further, that State 
law and State law alone shall govern the use to. which the waters 
may be put which flow from the San Luis Dam into the State system. 

ne more thing. 

As Senator Anderson suggested, the bill also authorizes the Secre- 
tary to provide supplemental water service to the lands and munici- 

alities in Santa Clara, San Benito, Santa Cruz, and Monterey 
ounties, 

I recall with pleasure that my friend, from Idaho, the able junior 
Senator from that State, matriculated at Stanford. That, area, he 
will recall, is in exceedingly dire straits now from the standpoint of 
supplemental water, and this would recognize that. responsibility, It 
would further provide, however, that no construction of such addi- 
tional facilities should be undertaken until feasibility has been deter- 
mined, and, beyond that, that the Governor.of California shall have 
notified the Department of the Interior that the State approves such 
works of construction. _ 

, Aside from those amendments which I have commented on, Mr. 

irman, the balance of the amendments, I think I may say in all 
truthfulness, are technical in character where they differ from the bill 
as it was approved last year. : 

Senator eh The overall cost of the project is $290 million. Is 

correct 
- Senator Koucwer. The overall cost. to the Federal. Government 
would be approximately $290 million, and that would be the ceiling 
which would be placed on this present legislation. bi : 
Senator Bratz. Does that include the larger cost for the footings? 
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Senator Kucnen. Yes, it does. 4 
Senator Brstz. That is an additional $10 million, the footings for 


a larger dam ? 
Senator Kucuex. Yes, in round figures. $10,814,000; almost $11 


million for the oe and other facilities of the dam. 
VER. mn: 


Mr. Linewea ator Kuchel, you may desire to state that 
should the State and the Federal Bureau of Reclamation work out this 
joint contract, the cost to the Federal Government would probably be 
reduced to $250 million. 

Senator Kucuex. And is that included in your memorandum of 
yesterday, Goodrich ? 

Mr. Lineweaver. No, sir; but it was stated at the hearing. 

Senator Kucuet. By the Department of the Interior? 

Mr. Lineweaver. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kucuex. Yes, that is important, and I thank you for it. 

Senator O’Manoney. May I ask you, Senator, if this letter of Sec- 
retary Aandahl, dated March 24, 1959, which you have just read into 
the record, was written on the basis of this document which we call 
SEert Print No. 1? This is the precise one that he had before 

m 

The reason I ask that question is because in the opening sentence 
it is not altogether clear that he is referring to this specific amend- 
ment. 

Senator Kucuet. I will answer that, Senator, unequivocally. That 
is, however, the fact. 

Senator O’Manoney. That is what I thought. 

Then it is your understanding that these subparagraphs in Secre- 
tary Aandahl’s letter, labeled “1, 2, and 3,” constitute the type of dam 
anid reservoir construction which is meant by the amendatory lan- 
guage “the joint-use facilities consisting of the dam and reservoir 
shall be constructed” ? 

Senator Kucue.. It is, without any reservation at all. 

Senator O’Mauoney. And then I notice from the remaining phrase 
of that opening part, the new sentence reads as follows: “and other 
joint-use facilities may be constructed so as to * * *.” 

Now the use of the word “may” there has been followed I assume 
because the construction of these other joint-use facilities is dependent 
upon the agreement with the State. 

Senator Kucuet. The senator is correct. 

Senator O’Manonzy. Then in line 23 of page 2 there is amenda- 
tory language consisting of the words “or the joint-use facilities”, 
and it says: 
or the joint-use facilities shall be constructed initially to the capacities neces 
sary to serve both the Federal San Luis Unit service area and the State’s service 
area as hereinafter provided. 

The words “hereinafter provided” are amendatory words? 

Senator Kucue., Yes, indeed. ; 

Senator O’Manoney. And that, likewise, is intended to make it 
clear that the obligation of the Federal Government to build these 
adewaonal joint-use facilities is dependent on the agreement with the 

te 

Senator Kucuer.. Precisely. 
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Senator O’Manonrey. Then on page 4 there is no amendment, but 
there is a proviso beginning in line 19 which reads as follows: 

Provided, That, if the Secretary so determines— 
that is to say that he determines that the prospects for agreement 
with the State are not reasonably firm— 
he shall report thereon to the Congress and shall not commence construction for 
90 calendar days from the date of his report (which 90 days, however, shall not 
include days on which either the House of Representatives or the Senate is not 
in session because of an adjournment of more than 3 days). 

There appears to be no language to indicate why that 90-day 
calendar period is provided. Is it the intention to give to Congress 
90 days in which to reexamine the matter and the failure of the State 
to enter into a joint contract ? 

Senator Kucuet. I will say yes, but I will say more than that. 

This is, without any question of a doubt, an authorization for the 
construction of the San Luis Unit as an integral part of the Central 
Valley project. It is the hope and it is the belief of those who sponsor 
the bill that the State will join in the development, and that the San 
Luis will be an integrated reservoir of twice the capacity which the 
Federal construction loan would envisage. 

The 90-day provision was added a year ago in an attempt to indi- 
cate to the people in the House of Representatives the desire on the 
part of the sponsors of this legislation in the Senate a fairness in which 
that additional period came be given for any activity by Congress 
which Congress might deem appropriate. 

Senator O’Manoney. Would that include a decision not to proceed 
because the State had not made the contract? 

Senator Kucuen. By repeal legislation, yes, sir. 

Senator O’Manoney. In other words, that is the intention of it? 

Senator Kucue.. Precisely. 

Senator O’Manoney. And on page 5, line 16 of Committee Print 
No, 1, the word “it” refers to the State, does it not? [Reading:] 

* * * it shall have an irrevocable right to enlarge or modify such facilities 
at any time * * *. 

Senator Kucuen. Yes, sir. 
anetee O’Manoney. Then why is the word “unduly” inserted in 

e 21 

Provided, That the performance of such work by the State, after approval 
of its plans by the Secretary, shall be so carried on as not to interfere unduly 
with the operation * * *. 

_ That is an amendment, that word “unduly”? 

Senator Kucuer. Yes, and I think that was recommended so that 
while it is clear, I think, that any such performance of work would 
to some extent, however minor, interfere. with the operation, that it 
was not that minor interference which the Congress wished to dis- 

rd, but, rather—— =. 
eg O’Manoner. Do you have a statement to that effect in the 
Te 
. senator Kucue,. At this point, Mr. Lineweaver, may I suggest, so 
Mere will be no misunderstanding, in answer to the question of the 
lator from Wyoming, that we indicate why the word “unduly” on 
page 5, line 21, was put in there along the lines indicated. 
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Mr. Laweweaver. Yes,.sir: The word “unduly”, was suggested in 
order to protect the Federal operations... | 

Senator O’Manoney. Thank you very much, Senator. 

Senator Cuurcu. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say it was m 
pleasure to sit in on the meeting of the subcommittee at the time this 
»yroject was explored last week, to hear the many witnesses that the 

tate of California brought to Washington to testify, Iwas ve 
much impressed at the time with the excellence of the project, wit 
the example it gives of the possibility of effective collaboration be- 
tween the State government and the Federal Government, and also 
with the probing questions that were addressed to the text of the bill 
by the distinguished senior Senator from rons I think he 
rendered a very real service in strengthening the language, in clari- 
fying poinis that were obscure and subject to serious question, and 
that his work is reflected in the final text as it appears before the whole 
committee today. 

I commend him for that and also the senior Senator from California 
for the excellent summation he has given the committee. 

I think it is a very worthy project, and I would like to move that 
the committee report it out favorably. 

Senator Kucuet. I gratefully appreciate what my friend has said, 
and I want to join with him in his comments with respect to my friend 
from Wyoming because he did perform an invaluable service. Be- 
oe that let me say this is an example, I think, of where partnership 

tween two public agencies represents a real opportunity for progress 
and a real example which I hope will be followed in other instances. 


Senator O’Manoney. I think it stands a very, very fine chance of es- 
tablishing a very fine precedent, 

Senator Kucuen,: Once again I thank my friend from Wyoming. 

Let me second the motion, and, in doing so, say that I look forward 
to the help of you gentlemen on the floor. ‘The bill did pass a year ago. 
I would like to see it pass again, and aa important, I would like 


and hope that this time it might pass the House of Representatives. 

_ Senator Carrot. Just one question, Mr. Chairman. 

ycpenetor Church mentioned the hearings of last week or the week 
ore. 

Is there ample testimony in the record, in our reports? . This is a 
large sum of money, and I think it would be wise for us to have the tes: 
timony of last week, or, if necessary, incorporate the testimony from 
other hearings. 

Do you think there is adequate testimony in the testimony now! 

Senator Kucuet. Yes, I do, although we have copies of the hearings 
of last year available which were incorporated in our propeedlings by 
paferenge, I think a fairly clear picture was developed in our hear- 
ings this year, , 

_. Mr, Lingweaver, May I just, for Senator Carroll’s information, say 
that the previous hearings—last year and the year before—were in- 
corporated in the record last week by reference, so that the committee 
has the complete ate : 
Senator Care ay I ask unanimious-consent that in the report 
of 'S, 44 there be included the colloquy which occurred this morning 
between the. mnbror Econ New MExI) the Nehator from Wyoming, 
the Senator from Idaho, the Senator from Colorado, and the Senator 
from California ? . 
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The Cuarrman. It is so ordered. 

You have heard the motion. Those in favor of reporting S. 44 
signify by saying “Aye” ? 

Opposed ? ; 

The ayes have it, and it is reported unanimously with the amend- 
ments. 

Senator Kuchel will make the report. 

Senator O’Manoney. Mr. Chairman, I understand that the request 
of the Senator from California for inclusion in the report covers the 
interrogation of the Senator by me also? 

Senator Kucuex. Oh, yes; let us be a little liberal on that. 

The Cuarmman. The entire colloquy will be printed as an appendix 
to the report on S. 44. 

(Whereupon, at 11:55 a.m., the committee recessed subject to the 
call of the Chair.) 








APPENDIX 


STATEMENT OF THE CALIFORNIA FarM RESEARCH AND LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE 
on S. 44 


Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee and the full committee, once 
again our committee urges upon you the claims of the people of California for 
{immediate authorization of the San Luis project and related works in the Cen- 
tral Valley of California as generally set forth in S. 44 (Kuchel and Engle). 

We likewise support amendments which may be offered to provide water from 
the San Luis project through the Pacheco Tunnel for lands and municipalities 
in Monterey, San Benito, Santa Clara, and Santa Cruz Counties following feasi- 
bility studies, review of the feasibility report by the State of California with 
approval by the Secretary of the Interior and the Congress of the United States. 

During the year which has elapsed since we supported measures you had 
under consideration for a San Luis project, California has taken a giant step 
toward the goal of meeting its water needs. 

At the request of Gov. Edmund G. Brown, the State assembly has 
committed the State investment fund to development of the State’s water re- 
sources, and there is little doubt that the Senate will follow the lead of the lower 
house. 

Such action must assure you that California is united in its determination to 
join in the San Luis project at the earliest possible date. The moneys in the 
fund may be spent for investigations, site acquisitions, or construction of any 
of the project’s features. 

(In this connection we believe that sec. 3 of the bill should spell out more con- 
eretely terms for giving credit to the State for any expenditures which would be 
normally made by the United States not only for joint use facilities, but also for 
specifically Federal facilities, either nonreimbursable or reimbursable by water 
or power users, in order that the water development fund may remain as “seed 
money” for future projects.) 

Your immediate favorable action upon 8. 44 will make it possible to start con- 
struction of facilities which are desperately needed for water-short farmlands 
and water-short cities. 

Collateral action essential to assure that the San Luis project may be operated 
at the lowest possible cost is construction of the power features at Trinity Dam 
and appurtenant works by the United States. We, therefore, further, urge upon 
you the necessity of opposing any partnership proposals in relation to the Trinity 


In our support of 8S. 44, may we restate our historical position that we have 
continuously called for a federally constructed San Luis project fully integrated 
with all existing and future phases of the Central Valley project, including the 
Trinity River division, and to be operated in accordance with the public power, 
acreage limitation, and antispeculation provisions of reclamation law. 

At a legislative conference called under our auspices in Sacramento on 
February 13, 1959, a resolution drafted by us was unanimously adopted, which 
took into consideration the new developments in California’s water program 
posed by Governor Brown’s water message. In this statement, copy of which is 

, we stated in part: 

“We concur in the Governor’s belief that the Federal Government should be 
asked and that it will continue to finance western projects designed for naviga- 
tion, flood control, and irrigation. 

“We maintain, however, that to insure maximum Federal aid it is essential to 
Write into State law the same antispeculation and public power preference pro- 
Visions now operating in Federal law. There is ample precedent for enactment 
of these safeguards since the State constitution contains a provision for a 320- 
acre limit on State land’grants (art. XVIII, sec. 2) and the people of California 
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voted for public power preference in the California Central Valley project 
referendum of 1933. * * *” 

We fully believe that any inconsistences between Federal and State safeguards 
will be resolved by the State of California in favor of conformity with Federal 
practices as we cannot conceive that the people of California would allow a 
more expensive, less beneficial State San Luis project to exist side by side with 
a less expensive, more beneficial Federal San Luis project. 


Mrs. Grac—E McDonaLp, Ewecutive Secretary. 


Drarr RESOLUTION on Gov. EDMUND G. BRrown’s WATER MESSAGE 


We hail the Governor’s water message as a step toward integration of all 
local, State, and Federal water and hydroelectric projects into a unified system 
which will conserve hundreds of thousands of acre-feet of water and millions of 
kilowatts of. electricity which otherwise would be wasted. 

Entry of the State of California into the field of water development and con- 
servation should end once and for all uncoordinated piecemeal approaches and 
assure every section of the State the water it needs, : 

The Governor’s water message for the first time offers a realistic framework 
for full, basinwide development of the State’s water resources in cooperation 
with the Federal Government in accordance with comprehensive, integrated 
plans which assure maximum soil and forest conservation, flood control, recla- 
mation, and irrigation of land, improvement of navigation, abatement of pollu 
tion, adequate municipal and industrial water supplies, protection of fish and 
wildlife, expansion of recreational facilities, and production of power for proj- 
ect pumpihg and transmission to publie agencies. 

Governor Brown’s further vision in proposing to place California into a. West 
ern States power grid offers a solution to:the State’s water transportation power 
requirements as well as to adequate supplies of power for municipal, agricultural, 
and industrial use while providing revenues for surplus Northwest power. 

The Governor’s water plan should be implemented to bring State law into 
conformity with provisions of Federal reclamation law (1) to give public bodies 
priority in the purchase of publicly generated power, and (2) to limit acreage 
served by project water to an individual ownership of 160 acres or 320 acres 
to husband and wife. This limitation acts as a deterrent to speculators and 
to land monopoly, protects the family farm, and allows maximum participation 
in project benefits by veterans and others who wish to make farming a way of 
life. 

Without such State safeguards, the way is left open for land speculation and 
undue enrichment of private power, real estate, and corporate farm ‘interests 
at the expense of the State’s taxpayers. 

The Governor recognizes that the core of our problem is distribution and not 
lack of water. He calls for immediate use of the 3.5 million acre-feet now 
wasting to the sea through San Francisco Bay; the place to use it being water- 
short San Joaquin lands, portions of the bay area, and southern California; 
the means, extension of the Delta-Mendota Canal and the South Bay aqueduct 
system. 

For the works that will be needed to supply all California’s future needs, the 
Governor’s plan contemplates automatic triggering of projects already laid out 
as part of the Central Valley project and supplementary features of the Call 
fornia water plan. 

We concur in the Governor’s belief that the Federal Government should be 
asked, and that it will continue. to finance, western projects designed for naviga- 
tion, flood control, and irrigation. 

We maintain, however, that to.insure maximum Federal aid it is essential 
to write into State law the same antispeculation and public power preference 
provisions now operating in Federal law. There is ample precedent for enact- 
ment of these safeguards since the State constitution contains a provision for 
a 320-acre limit on, State land grants (art. XVIII, sec. 2) and the people of 
California voted for public power preference in the California Central Valley 
project referendum of 1983, 

Brown’s concept. of charging for project water at a single utility rate for each 
class of users is thoroughly defensible. There are no longer any really cheap 
damsites left anywhere in the State. Without public subvention and wide 









Eek & 


Ges ge89s $2 asbears 255 


Ss 


bE 


‘Ee Biet 












SAN LUIS UNIT, CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT, CALIFORNIA 


93 


‘spread support, few areas would be able to build any of the works they require. 
The should not request additional benefits in the form of cheaper rates because 
of some accident of location. 

We recommend acceptance of Brown’s Federal reclamation principle that 
power revenues should be used to assist irrigationists to pay the cost of water. 
We specifically endorse his concept that public power revenues should also sub- 
sidize municipal and industrial water. Since an acre of farmland and an acre 
of city land use about the same amount of water, present benefits to irrigators 
afford a sound and rational basis for the future economic growth of our State 
which must insure a better balanced distribution of population and industry. 

We believe the use of the investment fund for water development is sound if 
it is recognized as a revolving fund to be replenished by (1) reimbursements 
from the Federal Government wherever the State has furnished funds which 
would otherwise be covered by Federal investment and (2) by project revenues 
from reimbursable contracts. 

We commend the Governor’s message as a challenge to the people of Cali- 
fornia to replace narrow sectional differences with confident pioneering leader- 
ship. We have confidence the State legislature will recognize and meet the 
challenge. 








{ 


CALIFORNIA FARM RESEARCH AND LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE, SANTA CLARA, CALIF.— 
Drart RESOLUTION FoR POWER INSTALLATIONS, TRINITY PROJECT 


Whereas economic operation of the Trinity River division of the Central 
Valley project depends upon the construction of its public power features to coin- 
cide with the completion of the Trinity Dam; and 

Whereas unless a start is made during the coming year on construction of 
these power features, including purchase of generators, the power features of the 
project will not be ready to operate when the dam is completed ; and 

Whereas the President of the United States has failed to include money for 
needed power features at the dam in his 1960 budget: Now, therefore, do we 
urge the Congress of the United States to allocate the amounts currently needed, 
approximately $2,500,000, for the construction and/or purchase of power features 
of the project in the Interior Department appropriation bill for fiscal year 1960. 

We further commend Senators Thomas Kuchel and Clair Engle, and Congress- 
men Clement Miller, John Moss, Harold Johnson, John McFall, and Harlan 
Hagen for their unceasing fight to have provisions for public power features 
included in the Interior Department budget for the coming fiscal year. 


RESOLUTION OF THE Boarp or Supervisors or Kern County, Cate. 


Section 1. Whereas: 

(a) The continued advancement of the best interest of the State of California 
and of those areas to be directly served or benefited by development of the 
Feather River project, the San Luis Dam and Reservoir and related water 
delivery and other facilities, requires earliest action to construct these works on 
a basis fair and equitable to all persons and agencies involved ; and 

(b) Federal legislation is now offered to authorize Federal construction of 
the San Luis Dam and Reservoir with opportunity for State use of these facili- 
ties for the State Feather River project ; 

Src. 2. Now, therefore, it is hereby 
aoa by the board of supervisors of the county of Kern, State of California, 

ollows : 

1. Upon the recommendation of the water commission of the county of Kern 
this board of supervisors urges the inclusion of the following items in the 
week offered San Luis legislation now pending before the Congress of the 

hited States, to wit: 

(@) Construction to full size for the purpose of providing water to service 
areas of both the State Feather River project and Federal San Luis unit; 

(b) Water service to the State Feather River project service area in accord- 
oo with State law and not subject to the restrictions of Federal reclamation 


(6) An alternative-action date roposal which will assure the State’s ability 


to utilize the San Luis Reservoir for the State project and make both the State 
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.and the Secretary of the Interior party to the Secretary’s decision to proceed to 
construct without a finalized executed agreement ; 

(d@) Permit the State to set the pace of construction if the Federal Government 
for any reason does not maintain a timely construction schedule; 

(¢) Retention by the State of title to lands, easements and rights-of-way 
necessary for construction and operation of San Luis Dam and Reservoir and 
other related facilities necessary to the Feather River project; 

(f) Proper division of responsibility for operation and control of the San Luis 
unit joint-use facilities, subject to requirements for coordinated operation of the 
Federal unit, joint-use facilities and the State project. 


Los ANGELES CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Los Angeles, March 4, 1959. 
Hon, THomas H. KucHEL, 
Senator from California, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR KucHEL: With hearings scheduled shortly, we wish to express 
our views concerning S. 44 relating to the San Luis project. 

There are two features of this bill which, in our opinion, still fail to meet the 
best interests of California. I think it is generally recognized by now that there 
should be no question that the San Luis Reservoir and some of the related fa- 
cilities must be so developed as to serve both the Federal project and the State’s 
Feather River project. While the State program has experienced some delays 
it is nevertheless underway and the difficulties in getting the necessary finances 
and other provisions to carry it forward expeditiously have been no greater than 
those experienced in most other projects of its magnitude. If, therefore, the 
San Luis facilities are to serve the State there can be no justification for Federal 
legislation incorporating a cutoff date when the Federal Government would be 
authorized to go.it alone. The only possible result would be to place the State 
under pressure to meet such contractual terms as might be dictated by the De- 
partment of the Interior, at least as far as we can see. If there is any other 
reason we would welcome knowing just what it is. 

It has been our recent understanding that the State department of water re- 
sources and the Bureau of Reclamation were working on terms of a contract and 
that the contract would form the basis of legislation. Apparently these contract 
negotiations have not made as much progress as anticipated. If this is true it 
would indicate either one of two procedures. 

(1) That both the State department and the Federal Bureau be asked to ex- 
pedite negotiations and that legislation be withheld pending contract agreement. 
In this, of course, we do not imply that the Federal Congress would be bound by 
the terms of the contract, since it would always have the prerogative of writings 
its own legislation. It would seem, however, that this method of approach would 
leave little doubt as to both the interests of the Federal Government and the State 
being protected. 

(2) That the Congress enact such legislation as would leave no question as 
to the responsibility for a proper contract being agreed to prior to construction of 
the project. Again we wish to emphasize that the State Feather River project 
is of such importance to a wide area of California and to so many of its citizens 
and the San Luis Reservoir is so much an integral part of that project that it is 
unthinkable that the Federal Government would usurp it. 

The other question has to do with the scope of application of Federal reclama- 
tion laws. It would seem obvious that Federal laws should apply to the San 
Luis service area and, equally so, that the reclamation laws not apply to the State 
project. The California water code should be the governing law for the letter. 
However, strange interpretations have been given to laws in recent times and, 
particularly so, in attempts to extend the jurisdiction of Federal control of water 
supplies. Therefore, it is essential that there be no doubt as to the relative juris 
dictions in connection with this legislation and that there be no loophole whereby 
it might be argued that since some of the facilities are to be constructed for joint 
use Federal reclamation laws therefore apply to the service areas of the State. 

Congress is being looked to for protection against Federal. domination in State 
water matters and it would be unfortunate if either knowingly or unwittingly 
there be enacted legislation which would permit the Federal Government to ex- 
tend its controls into operations that should be strictly under State jurisdiction. 
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I can assure you that the people of southern California are alert to this ques- 
tion and will not take kindly to an act that would place our 8 million people in 
an unfavorable position. I think, too, that I am safe in saying that there are 
many others in California who are concerned about the principles involved in 
this question, even though their interests may not be affected directly in this par- 
ticular instance. | 
We will appreciate your earnest consideration of our views and would re- 
spectfully ask that this letter be made a part of the official hearings report. 
Cordially, 
J. E. FisHsvurn, Jr., President. 






Vatiey Lasor CITIzEN, 
Fresno, Calif., March 9, 1959. 

Senator CLINTON ANDERSON, 

Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 

Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Deak Senator ANDERSON: Would you please enter the enclosed editorial in 
the record on the upcoming hearings on the proposed San Luis project. 
Thank you 


GEORGE Batis, Hditor. 


{From the Valley Labor Citizen, Mar. 6, 1959] 
Bakn BuRNING aT San LvIs 


Last year at this time, the Labor Citizen was claiming that the barn door 
of antimonopoly regulations was ajar on the proposed San Luis project. We 
cited chapter and verse of the proposed legislation. Pointed out how the large 
landowners who dominate the area would be able to evade the so-called 160- 
acre limitation (actually the 320-acre-plus limitation). How they would cap- 
ture a lion’s share of the taxpayer-created benefits. How they would gain 
greater and greater domination of our politics and economy as a result of such 
loosely written water legislation. 

In the debate which followed the Citizen’s position was supported by Secre- 
tary C. J. Haggerty of California Labor Federation; Paul Taylor, advisor to 
the Department of Interior from 1943 to 1952; Andrew Biemiller, legislative 
director of AFL-CIO and finally on the floor of the U.S. Senate by Senators 
Paul Douglas and Wayne Morse. 

This year essentially the same bill is up for consideration once again. Senate 
and House subcommittees will hold hearings within the next 2 weeks. In 
reading over these new proposals for irrigating the westside of the San Joaquin 
Valley, we were tempted to rerun, “Barn Door Ajar At San Luis,” but have 
found to our dismay that closing the barn door is not the problem at all. The 
whole antimonopoly, antispeculation barn is on fire and appears, at this writ- 
ing, to be a total loss. This was no accidental fire, brothers and sisters. It 
was arson. Bipartisan arson. Liberal-conservative arson. Hngineered by the 
stubborn, skilled, and rich landowners of the central valleys. 

The match was set at Pine Flat by a Republican Secretary of Interior, Fred 
Seaton, who offered the large landowners a cash plan for buying total control of 
the irrigation benefits of Pine Flat. 

Senator Clair Engle fanned the flames with a 10-year easy payment plan—no 
increase in rates—while Congressmen B. F. Sisk and Harlan Hagen held off any 
would-be firefighters by claiming that Pine Flat is not the place to face the 
so-called 160-acre limitation—even though this regulation was specifically and 
pointedly included in the bill which authorized the dam. 

Engle started a little barn burning of his own with a 50-year, easier-than-ever 
installment plan to evade regulations, at slightly higher rates. Engle’s 50-year 
plan already has been included in two water bills approved by Congress in recent 
years, and last August 15, Douglas and Morse were told on the floor of the 
Senate that the formula would be applied at San Luis. They were told that 
Southern Pacific Railroad would be able to get a perpetual subsidized water 
supply for all of its 120,000 giveaway acres by paying higher charges on the 
water—charges which would not pay off all the subsidies and which, by no 
stretch of economics, would force a breakup of the SP barony. 

Tronic, isn’t it? SP was given this land on the promise that it build a railroad 
over the coast range. This promise was never fulfilled. If the San Luis project 
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goes through as now projected, the giveaway will be compounded: SP will get a 
perpetual, unrestricted, subsidized water supply and the value of this land will 
be enchanced by 1,000 percent. 

Among the others who will be unduly enriched by the barn burning at San Luis 
are Jack O’Neill, Producers Cotton Oil, Russell Giffin, Frank Coit, Standard Oil, 
Lloyd Harnish, Frank Diener, Anderson-Clayton—all told, about 66 owners, 
according to figures compiled by the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Sounds like special interest legislation to us. And we wonder why Douglas 
and Morse are the only liberals who object. 


STATEMENT OF THE CALIFORNIA Lazork Fepreration, AFL-CIO 


In accordance with the long-established policy of the California Labor Fed- 
eration, AFL-CIO, I appreciate the opportunity again to support a request for 
Federal aid for water develonment in California, specifically upon this occasion 
for construction of the San Luis project. 

The feasibility of the San Luis project and the absolute necessity of its con- 
struction have been established beyond all reasonable doubt. We strongly urge 
its immediate authorization and early construction. 

We recognize and support the position that provision should be made in the 
authorizing legislation for coordination of the Federal project with California 
water plans, should the State decide to enter the field of water and power 
development. At the same time, we insist that the Federal San Luis unit 
be constructed under reclamation law without deviation or evasion, and that 
the occasion for cooperation with the State shall not be used as a pretext for 
undermining, or for permitting others to undermine national antiwater monopoly 
policy. We stand on our position as stated previously when San Luis project 
bills were under consideration by Congress (see hearings before the Senate 
Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 85th Cong., 2d sess., on S. 1887), 
and appreciate that some of our earlier specific objections were met in preparing 
eurrent drafts. We continue to insist, however, that Congress shall maintain 
present law and policy on San Luis, which S. 44 and H.R. 301 fail to do, and 
ask that these bills be redrafted to preserve existing law and policy. 

There is no need to set up a new policy for cooperation between the Federal 
Government and a State government. Reclamation law already provides that 
the basis of cooperation between the Federal Government and other agencies, 
public and private, corporate and individual, shall be national water policy. 

Reclamation law, which we believe should stand unchanged, provides that 
in the event of cooperation, the excess land provision shall govern all water- 
using Federal project facilities involved in the cooperative endeavor. The 
Warren Act of February 21, 1911 (36 Stat. 925, 926) states: “That whenever in 
carrying out the provisions of the reclamation law, storage or carrying capacity 
has been or may be provided in excess of the requirements of the lands to be 
irrigated under any project, the Secretary of Interior * * * is thereby au- 
thorized * * * to contract for the impounding, storage, and carriage of 
water * * * with irrigation systems * * * individuals, corporations, associa- 
tions, and irrigation districts * * *. Water so impounded, stored, or carried 
shall not be used otherwise than as prescribed by law as to lands held in private 
ownership within Government reclamation projects. Provided further, That 
water shall not be furnished from any such reservoir or delivered through any 
‘such canal or ditch to any one landowner in excess of an amount sufficient to 
irrigate one hundred and sixty acres * * *,” 

We see no reason to make any exception to this law in any respect because 
the cooperation of the Federal Government proposed in the San Luis bills 
is with California or some California landowners. Unfortunately, H.R. 301 
and 8. 44 do propose to sacrifice the public policy inscribed in the Warren Act 
of 1911. The attention of Members of Congress and citizens could easily be 
diverted away from the crucial question whether the water benefits from Fed- 
eral facilities, to the irrelevant inquiry, where is the land ‘located? Hoping 
we will forget that the limitation relates to water, these bills seek to divert 
our attention to land. Whether the land to receive water that is stored and 
carried in Federal reservoirs and canals happens to be situated in a State’s serv- 
ice area or not, has nothing to do with the propriety of conforming to, 
escaping from public policy. 

The issue is one of substance as well as principle. Physical advantages of the 
proposed integration with the Federal Central Valley project are indispensable, 
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and all landowners will benefit from integration whether their lands lie within 
the Federal or the State’s service area. Central Valley project facilities will be 
used to store and to bring water from sources hundreds of miles away, includ- 
ing water that will reach lands in the State’s service area. 

The financial benefits of integration are great, if not also indispensable to the 
benefiting landowners. It may be impossible to measure precisely in dollars 
the advantages to landowners of financial integration of San Luis with the 
Central Valley project, but a number of California Congressmen have applied, 
as descriptive terms, to similar benefits for Central Valley landowners the 
strong words, “unearned” and “unjust” enrichment. (Clair Engle, George P. 
Miller, John E. Moss, Harland Hagen, B. F. Sisk, and J. J. McFall to Edmund 
G. “Pat’’ Brown, Feb. 4, 1957, L.A. 23,043, in the Supreme Court of the State of 
California, The Ivanhoe Irrigation District, Plaintiff and Respondent, v. All 
Parties and Persons, etc., Defendants and Appellants, petition for rehearing of 
the appellant, the State of California.) 

These six Congressmen estimated that the financial advantages to land- 
owners in the present Central Valley project were of approximately the fol- 
lowing order of magnitude: a direct subsidy of $350 per acre from the Fed- 
eral Government and an additional subsidy of $227 per acre from public power 
revenue; the landowner himself is expected to repay $123 per acre. (Ibid.) 
Recognizing that the Federal benefits to landowners in the State service area 
are somewhat less than in the Federal service area, and some uncertainty as 
to how closely these estimates fit the proposed San Luis integration, it is clear 
that the advantages to be conferred by the San Luis project on all landowners, 
at the hands of Federal taxpayers and California power users, will be 
substantial. 

We see nothing in the facts of the San Luis project to justify relieving ex- 
cess landholders in whatever service area from the Federal statute controlling 
“unearned” or “unjust” enrichment. On the contrary, the concentration of 
landownership in areas that would benefit from the San Luis project appears 
to be precisely the concentration that persuaded Congress to pass the excess 
land provision in the first place. Congressman George W. Ray, of New York, 
for example, seeking to protect the public interest in 1902, opposed all spending 
of public funds for reclamation. When Federal aid was being debated in the 
original reclamation bill in 1902, he said: 

“* * * and so we find behind this scheme, egging it on, encouraging it, the 
great railroad interests of the West, who own millions of acres of these arid 
lands, now useless, and the very moment that we, at the public expense, estab- 
lish or construct these irrigation works and reservoirs, you will find multiplied 
by 10, and in some instances by 20, the value of now worthless land owned by 
those railroad companies, the title to which they obtained through grants from 
the Government for building great transcontinental railroad lines’ (35 Con- 
gressional Record 6685). 

The original objections to public aid for private benefit, of course, were not 
grounded on the particular occupation of large landowners but on the excessive 
concentration of “unearned” benefits and water resources if size were not made 
a ground for limitation. 

“Acceptability” is relative. On August 15, 1958, one Senator said on the 
floor of the Senate that he thought one very large landholding corporation in 
San Luis project area, although opposed to the excess land provision publicly, 
nevertheless “will be compelled to participate through the force of public opin- 
ion.” Another Senator added immediately, ‘‘In my judgment, the Southern 
Pacific will reverse its decision, and will participate in the project, and will 
subdivide its land” (Congressional Record, Aug. 15, 1958, p. 16301). 

Former Senator Downey predicted in 1947 that the Di Giorgio Fruit Corp. 
would not accept the excess land provision (They Would Rule the Valley, p. 
180). But when the electors of a dozen water districts along the Friant-Kern 
Canal voted 10 to 1, on the average, to accept water under reclamation law, 
this corporation complied, too (California Farmer, May 17, 1952, p. 533). 

We believe that large landowners in California, generally, when they fully 
Tealize the public purposes of the excess land provision, and when they believe 
that neither Congress, the courts, nor unsympathetic administrators will grant 
ae sane from the law, will “accept” the law in good spirit and subdivide 

r lands. 
The Supreme Court of the United. States recently, in June 1958, has upheld 
excess land provision against judicial attack. The Attorney General of 
the United States even more recently, on December 15, 1958, has upheld the 
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law on Kings and Kern River projects in the immediate vicinity of the San 
Luis service area against unsympathetic administrators. 

We urge Congress, likewise, to stand firmly now for historic public policy, 
rather than offer a partial exemption to excess landowners at San Luis, and 
stir hopes of more laxity elsewhere. 

The present is no time for Congress to yield, just when the executive and 
judicial branches of Government are standing firm, when the electors in Central 
Valley. speaking clearly their acceptance of reclamation law, and when leading 
landowning corporations are moving in the direction of “acceptance.” 


San Francisco, Cautir., March 28, 1959. 
Senator C. P. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Senate Irrigation and Reclamation Subcommittee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 

You will appreciate our difficulty 3,000 miles from Washington in keeping 
informed of every latest move to undermine antimonopoly and antispeculation 
law in our Central Valley Project. On the assumption that a move has been 
or will be made before your committee to replace 8. 44 by something worse as 
in the House H.R. 5687 now seeks to replace H.R. 301 the latter being identical 
to S. 44, I respectfully urge you to consider insofar as it is applicable to your 
deliberations and to print in your San Luis Central Valley project hearings this 
telegram of protest we have just sent to Congressman Wayne Aspinall, chairman, 
ae Irrigation and Reclamation Subcommittee, the text of which reads as 

‘ollows : 

“Have just learned of introduction of San Luis bill H.R. 5687 on March 13. 
Hmphatically protest this bill especially section 6 which explicitly subverts 
Warren Act of 1911 by proposing to substitute a ‘location of land’ principle for 
the present ‘beneficial use of public reservoirs and canals’ principle, the latter 
is sound while the former illogical, irrelevant, diversionary, and subversive to 
policy. California Labor Federation, AFL-CIO oppose this effort to destroy 
national law and water policy governing Central Valley project and urges the 
86th Congress to do as well as the 78th and 80th Congresses by striking down 
eae Please print this wire in the San Luis Central Valley project hear- 

C. J. HaGGErRTyY, 
Secretary-Treasurer, California Labor Federation, AFL-CIO. 


BERKELEY, Cauir., March 19, 1959. 
Senator Ciinton P. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Senate Irrigation and Reclamation Subcommittee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.O. 


Dear SENATOR ANDERSON : Last Sunday I wired you as follows: 

“Am forwarding promptly a statement opposing destruction of Warren Recla- 
mation Act of 1911 as proposed in San Luis project bill, 8. 44, and favoring 
Federal construction of entire project. Please hold record open briefly to permit 
statement’s inclusion in printed hearings. Regret cannot come to Washington 
to appear personally.” 

When I testified before you last May, you observed, or inquired of me: 

“I do not know that there is too much pressure to get us to change anything 
with reference to the Central Valley of California. * * * Is there anything that 
changes the 160-acre limitation whatever by the language of this bill? (San Luis, 
S. 1887, 85th Cong.) * * * You understand that a person who is not a lawyer, 
and I am not a lawyer, has a great deal of difficulty following all these things. 
ae best to find what is in it that strikes down the limitation. I cannot 

nd it. 

“If there is a loophole that is not advisable and has not been advisable to any 
members of the staff, we would like to have it pointed out. 

“I can assure you, in addition to that, not only would we like to have it pointed 
out but I would like to help make it effective so that it is completely applicable 
to this project.” (Hearings before Senate Subcommittee on Irrigation and 
ee 85th Cong., 2d sess., on S. 1425, S. 2541, and 8. 3448, pp. 154, 158, 
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I have specified in the attached memorandum how §8. 44 (San Luis unit, OVP, 
86th Ceng.) damages the 160-acre limitation in Central Valley of California. 
§. 44 proposes to give access to CVP facilities and benefits to waters destined for 
a State’s service area on terms that are denied by the existing 160-acre statute 
(86 Stat. 925, 926). 

Like you, I am not a lawyer. I may have missed other ways in which 8. 44 
undermines reclamation law; I might even be in error in my anxiety, although 
I do not think so, and find myself confirmed in my opinion by the author of a 
San Luis bill in the House (H.R. 301) identical with 8.44. However, you may 
wish to ask water law specialists in the Department of the Interior whether I 
have overstated or understated the havoc that S. 44 works in the application of 
the 160-acre limitation to Central Valley waters. I would be very happy to have 
the legislative history of S. 44 record a considered opinion by competent Govern- 
ment water law specialists that S. 44 covers all waters and areas in the pro- 
posed Federal-State San Luis project and in the Central Valley project. I would 
be prepared to admit error if my worries are shown to be without foundation. 

The 78th and 80th Congresses preserved and strengthened the historic excess 
land provision in Central Valley. I hope you will insist on revision of 8. 44 
now, so as to preserve it intact. 

Please print this letter and attached statement in the record of hearings on 


Pavt 8S. Tayror. 


STATEMENT OF PAvL S. TayLor, BERKELEY, CALIF., ON FEDERAL San Luis PROJECT 
Brits, H.R. 301 anp 8S. 44, Marou 1959 


I favor construction of the entire San Luis project (California), under Fed- 
eral reclamation law, without alteration, including structures to bring water to 
both Federal and State “service areas”. If Congress is unprepared to under- 
take this, then I recommend that Federal CVP facilities be made available for 
State use only under reclamation law, and that the San Luis bills be revised 
to deny any exemption from the customary requirements of national policy. 

Cooperation between the Federal Government and the State of California 
presents attractive possibilities, but offers no ground whatsoever for destroying 
public policy. Examination of the San Luis bills now before Congress discloses 
that their effect is destructive, as will be described below. They take their 
place therefore, unless revised, in a series of great but previously unsuccessful 
efforts to persuade Congress that a public policy—controlling water monopoly 
and speculation—that has been “good” for the Nation since 1902, is not “good” 
in Central Valley, Calif., now. 

The 78th and 80th Congresses, after hearings and debates of extraordinary 
length, refused to make Central Valley project an exception to Theodore Roose- 
velt’s famous excess land provision of reclamation law, that water shall not be 
furnished to more than 160 acres of land in single ownership. (Hearings before 
Senate commerce subcommittee on H.R. 3961, 78th Cong., 24 sess.; hearings be- 
fore Senate public lands subcommittee on 8. Res. 295, 78th Cong. 2d sess. ; sub- 
committee of U.S. Senate Military Affairs Committee hearing on Central Val- 
ley water project held at room 276, U.S. Court House and Post Office Building, 
San Francisco, Calif., on Friday, April 7, 1944 (mimeo., U.S. Bureau of Reclama- 
tion) ; hearings before Senate public lands subcommittee on 8. 912, 80th Cong., 
ist sess.). Former Congressman Alfred J. Elliott and former Senator Downey 
led these initial attempts to make Central Valley waters an exception to na- 
tional policy; Senator Knowland joined Senator Downey in the second attack 
launched in the 80th Congress. After full consideration of the issue, Congress 
not only refused to change national law in response to pressures from large land- 
owners in the Central Valley, but extended the protections of the excess land 
Provision, in section 8 of the Flood Control Act of 1944, to make it cover also 
the waters of the Kings, Kern, Kaweah and Tule Rivers (in Central Valley), 
om which the Army engineers were authorized to construct flood control projects. 
I see no reason why Congress should wish to recede from this position now. 

The San Luis project bills move toward accomplishing by indirection what 
the 78th and 80th Congresses refused to permit. “Indirection” needs explana- 
tion. The bills say: “The State shall not be restricted in the exercise of its al- 
located right to the use of the capacities of the joint-use facilities for water 
Service outside the San Luis unit service area.” (Sec. 3, f.) Forbidding “re- 
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striction” is intended, doubtless, to mean that Congress forbids the Federa! Gov- 
ernment to limit water deliveries to 160 acres in single ownership in the so-clled 
State’s service area. 

- In plain language, this proposes to give an exemption from the excess-land 
limitation to some Central Valley waters that Congress has refused steadfastly 
to give to any other Central Valley waters. Why there should be two different 
Tules governing waters using Central Valley project facilities is not clear. 

Until now, Congress has been explicit that all waters benefiting from use 
of reclamation facilities must observe public policy. The Warren Act of Feb- 
ruary 21, 1911, prescribes for cooperation with the Federal Government, as do 
the San Luis bills, and insists: 

. “That water shall not be furnished from any such [reclamation] reservoir 

or delivered through any such canal or ditch to any one landowner in excess of an 

amount sufficient to irrigate one hundred and sixty acres” (36 Stat. 926). 

poe is the specific reclamation statute that H.R. 301 and S. 44 seek to 
cture. 

These bills bring San Luis waters under the Warren Act by “integration” 
of the San Luis with the Central Valley project, ie, they are permitted to 
share in the reservoir and canal facilities of CVP. Then they exempt from 
the Warren Act the portion of the waters that flow outside the Federal service 
area. In other words, if the water using CVP reservoirs and canals finally is 
distributed on one side of a fence (Federal service area), the excess land pro- 
vision applies; if finally distributed on the other side of the fence (called State's 
> tere area), it does not. This doctrine is new, and destructive of reclama- 

on law. 

The implicit reasoning seems to run this way: 

Let X equal the Federal Government; let Y equal the State of California; 
and let Z equal the owners of excess lands in the State service area. If Y 
is willing to pay the costs of the last stages of delivering water to lands in the 
State’s service area, then X will exempt Z from the excess-land provision. The 
advantages to X and Y of surrendering public policy are not evident; the ad- 
vantages to Z (owners of excess lands) are clearer. 

The proposal appears to be confused in logic and deficient in moral justi- 
fication. 

- Six California Congressmen have described who pays for reclamation in 
Central Valley project, and about how much they pay per acre: 

- “The moral basis of the 160-acre limitation is to prevent unjust enrichment 
resulting from the subsidies to irrigation provided by interest-free Federal 
money and public power revenues. Congress, in our opinion, will not permit 
the unearned enrichment of large landowners at the expense of the Federal 
treasury which can occur without an acreage limitation. 

“The capital investment to put water on land under the Central Valley 
project averages $350 per acre. If an irrigator owns 1,000 acres, the capital 
investment to serve his land is approximately $350,000. This money is interest- 
free and the interest cost to the Federal Government over the pay-out period 
roughly equals the capital investment. In other words, the interest on $350,000 
over a 50-year period is roughly $350,000. This is a direct subsidy to the 
irrigator. Using the percentages on repayment referred to in Chief Justice 
Gibson’s dissenting opinion, the irrigator will pay back approximately $123,000. 
The balance of the capital investment will be paid by public power revenues. 
This amounts to $227,000. Thus, the total subsidy to this 1,000-acre irrigator 
adds up to approximately $577,000.” (Clair Engle, George. P. Miller, John E. 
Moss, Harlan Hagen, B. F. Sisk, J. J. McFall to Edmund G. Brown, L. A. 
No. 23,043, in the Supreme Court of the State of California, The Ivanhoe 
Irrigation District, Plaintiff and Respondent, vs. all Parties and Persons, etc. 
Defendants and Appellants, Petition for Rehearing of the Appellant, the State 
of California.) 

_ Besides giving landowners in the State’s service area a share in the benefits 
of Federal CVP, the San Luis bills propose to exempt excess landowners it 
the very portion of Central Valley where the need for an excess-land provision 
is the greatest, because concentration of land ownership there is the most ex- 
treme. The statistics of land ownership in this area were placed before the 
80th Congress, which left the proposal for an exemption to die in committee, 
regarding it, doubtless, as an unwarranted “giveaway.” (Hearings on S. 912, 
op. cit., p. 864.) 
baa ully urge Congress to revise H.R. 301 and S. 44 carefully, so a8 
deny any exemption from the Warren Reclamation Act to Central Valley 
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San Ifmis waters and to close any loopholes that might permit evasion of the 
Natigs’s historic water policy of limiting special favors in order to confer more 
widespread benefits. 
LAND DEPARTMENT, 
SOUTHERN PActFic Co., 
San Francisco, Calif., March 28, 1959. 
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Deak Mr. ANDERSON: Further reference is made to previous correspondence 
concerning Southern Pacific Co. and Southern Pacific Land Co. agricultural 
properties within the proposed San Luis unit of the Central Valley project. 
Specific mention is made of Senate bill 8S. 44 currently under consideration. 

We have been advised that your committee held hearings on S. 44 on March 
16, 1959, wherein you indicated that previously submitted testimony and mate- 
rial on the general subject would be included within the current consideration 
of the bill. Therefore, Southern Pacific was not formally represented at the 
hearing nor did we furnish any further statement. 

It is now our desire to reaffirm our previous position that our agricultural 
properties are not for sale. They constitute an important natural resource asset 
of our organization, and we need them to maintain our diversified position in the 
economy of the Western States. 

Please be advised that Southern Pacific is anxious to see both Federal and 
State of California water plans progress. We feel that the cooperative position 
in the San Luis legislation is excellent and do not wish to impede progress 
thereon. Therefore, we reaffirm our request that owners of land in excess of 
160 acres be allowed the alternative of paying interest on the Federal irrigation 
Lo mong and thus be allowed to retain their land holdings and obtain water 
or them. 

A Southern Pacific representative appeared before the House of Representa- 
tives subcommittee on the same subject, and it is planned that specific legislative 
language embodying our proposal will be furnished to said House committee. 

Very truly yours, 


L. FrRanpsen, Manager. 


Fresno, Cauir., March 16, 1959. 
SENATE SUBCOMMITTEE ON RECLAMATION AND IRRIGATION : 

Needs of farmers and communities in this area make speedy enactment of 
Senate bill S. 44 and H.R. 301 imperative. Heavy unemployment in this area 
needs relief this project could bring. 

JESSE BERNARD, 
Business Representative, Labors Local 294. 
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